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Behold, days are coming — says the LORD God - 
I will send a hunger to the land, not a hunger for bread 
nor a thirst for water, but to hear the words of the LorpD. 


(AMOS 8:11) 


The Noé edition of the Koren Talmud Bavli 
with the commentary of Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
is dedicated to all those who open its cover 
to quench their thirst for Jewish knowledge, 
in our generation of Torah renaissance. 


This beautiful edition is for the young, the aged, 
the novice and the savant alike, 
as it unites the depth of Torah knowledge 
with the best of academic scholarship. 


Within its exquisite and vibrant pages, 
words become worlds. 


It will claim its place in the library of classics, 
in the bookcases of the Beit Midrash, 
the classrooms of our schools, 
and in the offices of professionals and businesspeople 
who carve out precious time to grapple with its timeless wisdom. 


For the Student and the Scholar 


DEDICATED BY LEO AND SUE NOE 


Steinsaltz 
Center 


KOREN 
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Once upon a time, under pressure of censorship, 
printers would inscribe in the flyleaves 
of volumes of the Talmud: 


Whatever may be written herein about gentiles 
does not refer to the gentiles of today, 
but to gentiles of times past. 


Today, the flyleaves of our books bear a similar inscription, 
albeit an invisible one: 


Whatever may be written herein about Jews 
does not refer to the Jews of today, 
but to Jews who lived in other times. 


So we are able to sit down and study Torah, Talmud, 
books of ethics, or books of faith 


without considering their relevance to our lives. 


Whatever is written there 
does not apply to us or to our generation, 
but only to other people, other times. 


We must expunge from those invisible prologues 
the notion that the words are written about someone else, 
about others, about anyone but us. 


Whether the book is a volume of Torah, 
a tractate of the Talmud, or a tract of faith, 
the opposite must be inscribed: 


Whatever is written herein refers only to me; 
is written for me and obligates me. 


First and foremost, the content is addressed to me. 


— From a public address by Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
as quoted in ow »n (Talks on Parashat HaShavua) 
Maggid Books, 2011 
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... These new commentaries — which include a new interpretation of the Talmud, a 
halakhic summary of the debated issues, and various other sections — are a truly out- 
standing work; they can be of great benefit not only to those familiar with talmudic 
study who seek to deepen their understanding, but also to those who are just begin- 
ning to learn, guiding them through the pathways of the Torah and teaching them 
how to delve into the sea of the Talmud. 


I would like to offer my blessing to this learned scholar. May the Holy One grant him 
success with these volumes and may he merit to write many more, to enhance the 
greatness of Torah, and bring glory to God and His word... 


Rabbi Moshe Feinstein 
New York, 7 Adar 5743 


I have seen one tractate from the Talmud to which the great scholar Rabbi Adin 
Steinsaltz xwSw has added nikkud (vowels) and illustrations to explain that which is 
unknown to many people; he has also added interpretations and innovations, and is 
evidently a talmid hakham. Talmidei hakhamim and yeshiva students ought to study 
these volumes, and synagogues and batei midrash would do well to purchase them, 
as they may find them useful. 


Rabbi Moshe Feinstein 
New York, Adar 5730 
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... I have just had the pleasant surprise of receiving tractate Shabbat (part one), which 

has been published by [Rabbi Steinsaltz] along with his explanations, etc. Happy 
is the man who sees good fruits from his labors. May he continue in this path and 
increase light, for in the matters of holiness there is always room to add — and we 
have been commanded to add — for they are linked to the Holy One, Blessed be He, 
Who is infinite. And may the Holy One grant him success to improve and enhance 
this work, since the greater good strengthens his hand... 


Rabbi Menachem Mendel Schneerson 
The Lubavitcher Rebbe 
Brooklyn, 5 Marheshvan 5729 
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The translation of the books of our past into the language of the present — this was 
the task of the sages of every generation. And in Israel, where the command to “teach 
them repeatedly to your children” applies to all parts of the nation, it was certainly 
the task of every era. This is true for every generation, and in our time — when many 
of those who have strayed far are once again drawing near — all the more so. For many 
today say, “Who will let us drink from the well” of Talmud, and few are those who 
offer up the waters to drink. 


We must, therefore, particularly commend the blessed endeavor of Rabbi Adin Stein- 
saltz to explain the chapters of the Talmud in this extensive yet succinct commentary, 
which, in addition to its literal interpretation of the text, also explicates the latter’s 
underlying logic and translates it into the language of our generation. 


It appears that all those who seek to study Talmud - the diligent student and the 
learned adult — will have no difficulty understanding when using this commentary. 
Moreover, we may hope that the logical explanation will reveal to them the beauty 
of the talmudic page, and they will be drawn deeper and deeper into the intellectual 
pursuit which has engaged the best Jewish minds, and which serves as the corner- 
stone of our very lives... 


Rabbi Moshe Zvi Neria 
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The Talmud in Eruvin 21b states: Rava continued to interpret verses homiletically. What is the 
meaning of the verse: “And besides being wise, Kohelet also taught the people knowledge; and 
he weighed, and sought out, and set in order many proverbs” (Ecclesiastes 12:9)? He explains: 
He taught the people knowledge; he taught it with the accentuation marks in the Torah, and 
explained each matter by means of another matter similar to it. And he weighed [izen], and 
sought out, and set in order many proverbs; Ulla said that Rabbi Eliezer said: At first the Torah 
was like a basket without handles [oznayim] until Solomon came and made handles for it. And 
as Rashi there explains: And thus were Israel able to grasp the mitzvot and distance themselves 
from transgressions — just as a vessel with handles is easily held, etc. 


Such things may be said of this beloved and eminent man, a great sage of Torah and of virtue. 
And far more than he has done with the Oral Torah, he does with the Written Torah — teaching 
the people knowledge. And beyond that, he also affixes handles to the Torah, i.e., to the Talmud, 
which is obscure and difficult for many. Only the intellectual elite, which are a precious few, 
and those who study in yeshiva, can today learn the Talmud and understand what it says — and 
even though we have Rashi, still not everyone uses him. But now the great scholar Rabbi Adin 
Steinsaltz xvw has come and affixed handles to the Torah, allowing the Talmud to be held 
and studied, even by simple men. And he has composed a commentary alongside the text, a 
fine commentary in clear, comprehensible language, “a word fitly spoken” with explanations 
and illustrations, so that all those who seek to study the work of God can do so. 


Rabbi Mordechai Eliyahu 
Former Chief Rabbi of Israel, 7 Tishrei 5754 
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Message from Rabbi Adin Even-lsrael Steinsaltz 


The Talmud is the cornerstone of Jewish culture. True, our culture originated in the 
Bible and has branched out in directions besides the Talmud, yet the latter’s influ- 
ence on Jewish culture is fundamental. Perhaps because it was composed not by a 
single individual, but rather by hundreds and thousands of Sages in batei midrash in 
an ongoing, millennium-long process, the Talmud expresses the deepest themes and 
values not only of the Jewish people, but also of the Jewish spirit. As the basic study 
text for young and old, laymen and learned, the Talmud may be said to embody the 
historical trajectory of the Jewish soul. It is, therefore, best studied interactively, its 
subject matter coming together with the student’s questions, perplexities, and inno- 
vations to form a single intricate weave. In the entire scope of Jewish culture, there 
is not one area that does not draw from or converse with the Talmud. The study of 
Talmud is thus the gate through which a Jew enters his life’s path. 


The Koren Talmud Barli seeks to render the Talmud accessible to the millions of Jews 
whose mother tongue is English, allowing them to study it, approach it, and perhaps 
even become one with it. 


This project has been carried out and assisted by several people, all of whom have 
worked tirelessly to turn this vision into an actual set of books to be studied. It is a 
joyful duty to thank the many partners in this enterprise for their various contribu- 
tions. Thanks to Koren Publishers Jerusalem, both for the publication of this set and 
for the design ofits very complex graphic layout. Thanks ofa different sort are owed 
to the Steinsaltz Center and its director, Rabbi Menachem Even-lIsrael, for their de- 
termination and persistence in setting this goal and reaching it. Many thanks to the 
translators, editors, and proofreaders for their hard and meticulous work. Thanks 
to the individuals and organizations that supported this project, chief among them 
the Matanel Foundation and the Noé family of London. And thanks in advance to 
all those who will invest their time, hearts, and minds in studying these volumes — to 
learn, to teach, and to practice. 


Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
Jerusalem 5773 


A MESSAGE FROM RABBI ADIN EVEN-ISRAEL STEINSALTZ 


xv 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


We are indeed privileged to dedicate this edition of the Koren Talmud Bavli in honor 
of the generous support of Leo and Sue Noé of London. 


The name Noé is synonymous with philanthropy. The family’s charitable endeavors 
span a vast range of educational projects, welfare institutions, and outreach 
organizations across the globe, with a particular emphasis on the “nurturing of each 
individual.” Among so many other charitable activities, the Noés have been deeply 
involved with Kisharon, which provides the British Jewish community with vital 
support for hundreds of people with learning difficulties and their families; they 
provide steadfast support of SEED, which stands at the forefront of adult Jewish 
education in the UK, and Kemach, an organization in Israel that “helps Haredi 
students sustain themselves in dignity,” providing both professional and vocational 
training for the Haredi community in Israel. 


The Noés are not simply donors to institutions. They are partners. Donors think ofa 
sum. Partners think of a cause, becoming rigorously and keenly involved, and giving 
of their time and energy. We are honored that they have chosen to partner with our 
two organizations, the Steinsaltz Center and Koren Publishers Jerusalem, enabling 
us to further and deepen learning among all Jews. 


Leo and Sue are the proud parents and grandparents of five children and their 
families. The next generation has been taught by example that with life’s gifts come 
the responsibilities to be active within and contribute to society — both Jewish and 
non-Jewish — as is consistent with the noblest of Jewish values. 


Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
Matthew Miller, Publisher 
Jerusalem 5773 
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Introduction by the Editor-in-Chief 


The vastly expanded audience of Talmud study in our generation is a 
phenomenon of historical proportions. The reasons for this phenomenon 
are many, and include the availability of a wide array of translations, com- 
mentaries, and study aids. 


One outstanding example of such a work is the translation of the Talmud 
into modern Hebrew by Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz. The product 
of a lifetime of intense intellectual labor, this translation stands out in its 
uniqueness. 


But what can the interested student do if he or she does not comprehend 
the Hebrew, even in its modern form? Where is the English speaker 
who wishes to access this instructive material to turn? The Koren Talmud 
Bavli that you hold in your hand is designed to be the answer to those 
questions. 


This work is the joint effort of Rabbi Steinsaltz himself, his closest advi- 
sory staff, and Koren Publishers Jerusalem. It is my privilege to have been 
designated editor-in-chief of this important project, and to have worked 
in close collaboration with a team of translators and copy editors, artists 
and graphic designers, scholars and editors. 


Together we are presenting to the English-speaking world a translation that 
possesses all the merits of the original Hebrew work by Rabbi Steinsaltz 
and provides assistance for the beginner of any age who seeks to obtain 
the necessary skills to become an adept talmudist. 


To date we have completed the orders of Zera’im and Moed. Our work has 
been enthusiastically received by a broad and diverse audience. Particularly 
gratifying is the fact that many have chosen to use our text as the basis for 
the group study of Talmud. We appreciate the comments and suggestions 
from our readers the world over and are committed to improving future 
editions of the Koren Talmud Bavli on the basis of that input. Indeed, a 
second edition of our first volume, Berakhot, has already been released, 
incorporating much of the advice brought to our attention by our readers. 
We encourage you to continue to advise us of your experience with our 
work. 


Sota is the twentieth volume of this project. It includes the entire original 
text, in the traditional configuration and pagination of the famed Vilna 
edition of the Talmud. This enables the student to follow the core text 
with the commentaries of Rashi, Tosafot, and the customary marginalia. It 
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also provides a clear English translation in contemporary idiom, faithfully based 
upon the modern Hebrew edition. 


At least equal to the linguistic virtues ofthis edition are the qualities ofits graphic 
design. Rather than intimidate students by confronting them with a page-size 
block of text, we have divided the page into smaller thematic units. Thus, readers 
can focus their attention and absorb each discrete discussion before proceeding 
to the next unit. The design of each page allows for sufficient white space to ease 
the visual task of reading. The illustrations, one of the most innovative features 
of the Hebrew edition, have been substantially enhanced and reproduced 
in color. 


The end result is a literary and artistic masterpiece. This has been achieved 
through the dedicated work of a large team of translators, headed by Rabbi Joshua 
Schreier, and through the unparalleled creative efforts of Raphaël Freeman and 
the gifted staff at Koren. 


The group of individuals who surround Rabbi Steinsaltz and support his work 
deserve our thanks as well. I have come to appreciate their energy, initiative, and 
persistence. And I thank the indefatigable Rabbi Menachem Even-Israel, whom 
I cannot praise highly enough. The quality of his guidance and good counsel is 
surpassed only by his commitment to the dissemination and perpetuation ofhis 
father’s precious teachings. 


Finally, in humility, awe, and great respect, I acknowledge Rabbi Adin Even-Israel 

Steinsaltz. I thank him for the inspirational opportunity he has granted me to 
work with one of the outstanding sages of our time. 

Rabbi Tzvi Hersh Weinreb 

Jerusalem 5775 
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Preface by the Executive Editor 


Toward the beginning of tractate Pesahim (3a), the Gemara questions the Mishna’s use 
of the term or rather than the standard term /eil when referring to the evening of the 
fourteenth of Nisan. The Gemara introduces a discussion of the value of euphemism 
and refraining from the use of crude language. It concludes that despite the impor- 
tance of euphemism, if the euphemism comes at the expense of clarity and requires a 
less succinct formulation, it is preferable to speak concisely. Only when the choice is 
between equally concise phrases is the euphemism preferred. 


In his peirush, Rabbi Steinsaltz’s language is both concise and aesthetic. While 
explaining often difficult passages, he avoids the temptation to over-explain, inviting 
the reader to study the Talmud with him rather than doing all the thinking in the 
reader's place. We have attempted to follow his path in translating and editing the 
Koren Talmud Bavii. 


My involvement in the production of the Koren Talmud Bavli has been both a privilege 
and a pleasure. The Steinsaltz Center, headed by Rabbi Menachem Even-lIsrael 
and devoted to the dissemination of the wide-ranging, monumental works of Rabbi 
Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz, constitutes the Steinsaltz side of this partnership; Koren 
Publishers Jerusalem, headed by Matthew Miller, with the day-to-day management 
of the project in the able hands of Dena Landowne Bailey, constitutes the publishing 
side of this partnership. The combination of the inspiration, which is the hallmark 
of the Steinsaltz Center, with the creativity and professionalism for which Koren is 
renowned and which I experience on a daily basis, has lent the Koren Talmud Bavli its 
outstanding quality in terms of both content and form. 


I would like to express my appreciation for Rabbi Dr. Tzvi Hersh Weinreb, the editor- 
in-chief, whose insight and guidance have been invaluable. The contribution of my 
friend and colleague, Rabbi Dr. Shalom Z. Berger, the senior content editor, cannot be 
overstated; his title does not begin to convey the excellent direction he has provided 
in all aspects of this project. In addition, I would like to thank Rabbi Jason Rappoport, 
managing editor; Rabbi Joshua Amaru, coordinating editor; and Rabbi Avishai Ma- 
gence, content curator, whose tireless devotion to this project has been and continues 
to be crucial to the continued success of this project. The erudite and articulate men 
and women who serve as translators, editors, and copy editors have ensured that this 
project adheres to the highest standards. 
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PREFACE BY THE EXECUTIVE EDITOR 


There are several others whose contributions to this project cannot be over- 
looked. On the Steinsaltz side: Meir HaNegbi, Yacov Elbert, and Tsipora Ifrah. 
On the Koren side: Rabbi David Fuchs, Rabbi Hanan Benayahu, Efrat Gross, 
Rachel Hanstater Meghnagi, Rabbi Eliahu Misgav, and Rabbi Yinon Chen. 
Their assistance in all matters, large and small, is appreciated. 


At the risk of being repetitious, I would like to thank Rabbi Dr. Berger for 
introducing me to the world of Steinsaltz. Finally, I would like to thank Rabbi 
Menachem Even-Israel, with whom it continues to be a pleasure to move 
forward in this great enterprise. 


Rabbi Joshua Schreier 
Jerusalem 5773 
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Introduction by the Publisher 


The Talmud has sustained and inspired Jews for thousands of years. Throughout 
Jewish history, an elite cadre of scholars has absorbed its learning and passed it on 
to succeeding generations. The Talmud has been the fundamental text of our people. 


Beginning in the 1960s, Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz xvw created a revolu- 
tion in the history of Talmud study. His translation of the Talmud, first into modern 
Hebrew and then into other languages, as well the practical learning aids he added 
to the text, have enabled millions of people around the world to access and master 
the complexity and context of the world of Talmud. 


It is thus a privilege to present the Koren Talmud Bavli, an English translation of 
the talmudic text with the brilliant elucidation of Rabbi Steinsaltz. The depth and 
breadth of his knowledge are unique in our time. His rootedness in the tradition and 
his reach into the world beyond it are inspirational. 


Working with Rabbi Steinsaltz on this remarkable project has been not only an honor, 
but a great pleasure. Never shy to express an opinion, with wisdom and humor, Rabbi 
Steinsaltz sparkles in conversation, demonstrating his knowledge (both sacred and 
worldly), sharing his wide-ranging interests, and, above all, radiating his passion. I am 
grateful for the unique opportunity to work closely with him, and I wish him many 
more years of writing and teaching. 


Our intentions in publishing this new edition of the Talmud are threefold. First, we 
seek to fully clarify the talmudic page to the reader — textually, intellectually, and 
graphically. Second, we seek to utilize today’s most sophisticated technologies, both 
in print and electronic formats, to provide the reader with a comprehensive set of 
study tools. And third, we seek to help readers advance in their process of Talmud 
study. 


To achieve these goals, the Koren Talmud Bavli is unique in a number of ways: 


e The classic tzurat hadaf of Vilna, used by scholars since the 1800s, has been reset 
for greater clarity, and opens from the Hebrew “front” of the book. Full nikkud 
has been added to both the talmudic text and Rashi’s commentary, allowing 
for a more fluent reading with the correct pronunciation; the commentaries of 
Tosafot have been punctuated. Upon the advice of many English-speaking teach- 
ers of Talmud, we have separated these core pages from the translation, thereby 
enabling the advanced student to approach the text without the distraction of the 
translation. This also reduces the number of volumes in the set. At the bottom 
of each daf, there is a reference to the corresponding English pages. In addition, 
the Vilna edition was read against other manuscripts and older print editions, so 
that texts which had been removed by non-Jewish censors have been restored to 
their rightful place. 
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e The English translation, which starts on the English “front” of the book, reproduces the menukad 
Talmud text alongside the English translation (in bold) and commentary and explanation (in a 
lighter font). The Hebrew and Aramaic text is presented in logical paragraphs. This allows for a 
fluent reading of the text for the non-Hebrew or non-Aramaic reader. It also allows for the Hebrew 
reader to refer easily to the text alongside. Where the original text features dialogue or poetry, the 
English text is laid out in a manner appropriate to the genre. Each page refers to the relevant daf. 


e Critical contextual tools surround the text and translation: personality notes, providing short 
biographies of the Sages; language notes, explaining foreign terms borrowed from Greek, Latin, 
Persian, or Arabic; and background notes, giving information essential to the understanding of 
the text, including history, geography, botany, archaeology, zoology, astronomy, and aspects of 
daily life in the talmudic era. 


e Halakhic summaries provide references to the authoritative legal decisions made over the centu- 
ries by the rabbis. They explain the reasons behind each halakhic decision as well as the ruling’s 
close connection to the Talmud and its various interpreters. 


e Photographs, drawings, and other illustrations have been added throughout the text — in full 
color in the Standard and Electronic editions, and in black and white in the Daf Yomi edition — 
to visually elucidate the text. 


This is not an exhaustive list of features of this edition; it merely presents an overview for the 
English-speaking reader who may not be familiar with the “total approach” to Talmud pioneered 
by Rabbi Steinsaltz. 


Several professionals have helped bring this vast collaborative project to fruition. My many col- 
leagues are noted on the Acknowledgments page, and the leadership of this project has been 
exceptional. 


RABBI MENACHEM EVEN-ISRAEL, DIRECTOR OF THE STEINSALTZ CENTER, was the driving 
force behind this enterprise. With enthusiasm and energy, he formed the happy alliance with Koren 
and established close relationships among all involved in the work. 


RABBI DR. TZVI HERSH WEINREB ¥’DW, EDITOR-IN-CHIEF, brought to this project his pro- 
found knowledge of Torah, intellectual literacy of Talmud, and erudition of Western literature. It is 
to him that the text owes its very high standard, both in form and content, and the logical manner 
in which the beauty of the Talmud is presented. 


RABBI JOSHUA SCHREIER, EXECUTIVE EDITOR, assembled an outstanding group of scholars, 
translators, editors, and copy editors, whose standards and discipline enabled this project to proceed 
in a timely and highly professional manner. 


RABBI MEIR HANEGBI, EDITOR OF THE HEBREW EDITION OF THE STEINSALTZ TALMUD, 
lent his invaluable assistance throughout the work process, supervising the reproduction of the 
Vilna pages. 


RAPHAEL FREEMAN created this Talmud’s unique typographic design which, true to the Koren 


approach, is both elegant and user friendly. 


It has been an enriching experience for all of us at Koren Publishers Jerusalem to work with the 
Steinsaltz Center to develop and produce the Koren Talmud Bavli. We pray that this publication will 
be a source of great learning and, ultimately, greater avodat Hashem for all Jews. 


Matthew Miller, Publisher 
Koren Publishers Jerusalem 


Jerusalem 5773 
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Introduction to Sota 


Tractate Sota deals primarily with the halakhot associated with a sota, a woman whose 
husband suspects that she is unfaithful, and warns her not to seclude herself with a 
specific man. In the event that she secludes herself with that man, she is considered a 
sota, and it is prohibited for her to remain married to her husband unless she is taken 
to the Temple and undergoes an evaluation rite in order to determine whether she 
was in fact unfaithful. This rite includes the offering of a special meal-offering, the 
taking of an oath, and the drinking of the bitter water of a sota. However, the tractate 
also discusses the halakhot of those who go out to battle, the blessing given by the 
priests, and other topics. 


The process by which a woman is given the status of a sota and the subsequent evalu- 
ation of her fidelity comprises two separate stages: First, seclusion with another man, 
the means by which a woman becomes a sota. Second, the evaluation rite by which 
it is determined miraculously whether the woman is guilty of infidelity. Although 
the evaluation rite might bring about the death of a guilty woman, nevertheless, the 
purpose of such a procedure is to return peace and harmony to the marriage (see 
Shabbat 116a). This rite is not practiced in every instance when the husband suspects 
his wife of infidelity. Rather, it is performed when the level of suspicion is sufficient 
to suggest that the woman was unfaithful. The sota process involves a warning, which 
is likely the result of suspected promiscuous behavior on the part of the wife. If 
the woman is subsequently seen by two witnesses secluding herself for a sufficient 
amount of time to engage in sexual intercourse with the man about whom she was 
warned, then she must undergo the evaluation rite. Even if she didn’t actually commit 
adultery, the woman’s behavior is referred to by the Torah as an act of betrayal, both 
to her husband and to God, Who commanded the couple with regard to the sanctity 
of marriage (Midrash Tanhuma, Numbers s). 


Under these circumstances, the husband is permitted to divorce his wife due to her 
immodest behavior, and therefore, if he opts to evaluate whether she is permitted 
to him by means of the sota rite, it is indicative of the fact that he is interested in 
removing his doubts about her fidelity and rebuilding the relationship. Additionally, 
the wife has the prerogative to refuse to undergo the rite, and to be divorced without 
any payment of her marriage contract. If she opts to undergo the demeaning rite to 
prove her innocence, it is indicative of her remorse for her suspicious behavior and of 
her desire to put an end to their marital distrust and strife. In such a situation, where 
logic would call for dissolution of the marriage, the Torah provides a miraculous 
means of evaluating the woman's fidelity, which is ordinarily not verifiable by means 
of witnesses. The purpose of this rite is to bring peace to a marriage where the woman 
is, in fact, innocent, and the various elements of the rite would seem not only to 
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evaluate whether she was faithful but also to contribute to rebuilding the necessary 
trust of the husband in his wife if she did not engage in adulterous sexual intercourse. 


In a number of places (see 8b, 9a, 14a) the Gemara explains that the actions of the 
sota are like the actions of an animal. This description of her actions is clearly true if 
she actually engaged in adulterous sexual intercourse, a transgression punished by 
capital punishment or excision, but the description of her actions as animal-like is 
accurate even if she merely secluded herself with the man after the warning. Since 
she has degraded herself by engaging in such behavior, the evaluation rite in the 
Temple calls for certain acts that serve to degrade the woman and remind her of 
her behavior: The priest publicly tears her upper garment and then ties it up with a 
thick rope; he removes her hair covering and unbraids her hair; the woman drinks 
the bitter water from a plain, earthenware vessel; and the meal-offering of the sota is 
brought from barley, which is animal food, unlike virtually all other meal-offerings, 
which are brought from wheat, a human staple. Additionally, no oil or frankincense 
is added to the meal-offering, to ensure that it is very plain. 


One of the unique elements of the sota evaluation rite is that it is the only mitzva in 
the Torah whose entire essence is rooted in a miraculous process. The evaluation 
of the woman through the drinking of the bitter water is not a natural act, as the 
ingredients alone are not responsible for the death of an adulterous woman. Rather, 
it is a supernatural test, which results in guilty women meeting a unique death, 
while women who were not adulterous receive an extra blessing concerning their 
childbearing abilities. Additionally, the woman’s drinking of the water evaluates not 
only her fidelity; if she is guilty, her paramour, wherever he may be, will die the same 
terrible death. 


Another unique aspect of this mitzva is that the preparation of the bitter water 
involves the erasing of God’s name, an act that is prohibited under all other circum- 
stances due to a negative mitzva. Because of these exceptional aspects of the mitzva 
of the sota rite, both the miraculous nature of the evaluation as well as the need to 
erase God’s name, the court would try to discourage a woman from drinking the 
bitter water unless she was entirely convinced of her innocence. They would try to 
dissuade her through either explanation, invoking fear, or attempting to weaken her 
resolve if she was in fact guilty. 


In order for the evaluation rite to be effective, the husband himself had to be free of 
any iniquity, which is understood to mean either that he never committed any act of 
illicit sexual activity in his adult life, or that he did not have relations with his wife 
after her seclusion with the paramour. The Gemara also discusses a dispute initially 
recorded in the mishna as to whether a woman’s punishment can be delayed due to 
her observing the mitzvot, learning Torah, or enabling her husband’s or children’s 
Torah study. 


Due to the miraculous nature of the evaluation rite and the fact that not every gen- 
eration is worthy of having such open miracles performed in its midst, the Sages no 
longer allowed the rite to be performed from the time of the generation prior to the 
destruction of the Second Temple. 


Although the halakhot involving a sota comprise an independent unit of halakhot, 
they also overlap with a number of more general aspects of halakhot involving 
marriage. A woman who was warned by her husband and secluded herself with the 
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suspected man essentially puts into question her fidelity to her husband, and her 
halakhic status with regard to certain marital issues is altered. Until she is able to 
prove her innocence through the evaluation rite, it is prohibited for her to engage 
in sexual intercourse with her husband. And even in the event of divorce from her 
husband, it is forbidden for her to marry her paramour. Additionally, if she is married 
to a priest it is prohibited for her to partake of teruma. Furthermore, due to the strong 
basis of suspicion that her seclusion has raised, she almost always loses the right to 
payment of her marriage contract, unless she proves her innocence. Finally, even one 
witness testifying to her engaging in sexual intercourse with her paramour suffices to 
render it prohibited for her to attempt to prove her innocence through the sofa rite. 


In connection with the discussions of the sota process and the evaluation rite, a num- 
ber of other issues are discussed in the tractate. Some of these issues are discussed 
at length, particularly matters that aren't directly related to any particular tractate in 
the Talmud. For example, ceremonial mitzvot that involve a lengthy process and are 
also associated with the Temple and performed by priests are discussed here. Also 
discussed are the halakhot involved in going out to battle, which involve a speech by 
the priest appointed to prepare the soldiers for battle. The blessings and the curses 
that were said by the people upon their arrival to Eretz Yisrael in the days of Joshua; 
the mitzva of assembly, consisting of a public reading of the Torah in the Temple area; 
as well as the halakhot of the heifer whose neck is broken at the scene of an unsolved 
murder are all discussed at great length. 


Tractate Sota also contains a large amount of aggadic material, much of it stemming 
from the unique nature of the punishments discussed in the tractate. The miraculous 
nature of the evaluation rite, and its purpose in identifying whether or not adultery 
occurred, is also the source for a larger discussion about the nature of sin in general, 
and the nature of particular transgressions of famous biblical figures. This also leads 
to discussion with regard to divine retribution in general, and the aspects of measure 
for measure, which are used to define the means of God’s system of reward and 
punishment. 


The statement at the end of the tractate discussing the need to discontinue the use 
of the evaluation rite when the nation was no longer worthy of such a miraculous 
occurrence in their midst leads to the discussion of other, similar procedures that 
were discontinued for the same reason. This opens the text for a discussion of the 
unfortunate downfall of the Jewish people from their glorious spiritual levels to the 
depths of disgrace, which camouflaged the inner, spiritual beauty of the nation. 


The tractate contains nine chapters, the majority of which deal primarily with clearly 
defined topics: 


Chapter One deals with the halakhot of the husband’s warning to his wife, the defi- 
nition of seclusion, and the initial process of the husband’s bringing his wife to the 
Temple for the evaluation rite. It also contains a lengthy description of the measure- 
for-measure nature of divine retribution. 


Chapter Two describes bringing the meal-offering of the sota, writing the scroll of 
the sota, the oath of the sota, and the preparation of the bitter water. 


Chapter Three deals with the meal-offering of the sota, the instances in which the 
meal-offering may not be brought, the punishment of the sota, and the merits that 
can delay divine execution of these punishments. 
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Chapter Four discusses which women are permitted to take part in the sota evaluation 
rite, and lists and discusses those who may not. 


Chapter Five records a number of statements that were taught in the study hall on 
the day that Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya was appointed to lead the Sanhedrin. 


Chapter Six deals with the type of testimony that can be used to determine that the 
accused woman has indeed committed adultery. 


Chapter Seven lists several mitzvot that may be recited in any language alongside 
those mitzvot that may be recited only in Hebrew. 


Chapter Eight deals with the halakhot of going out to battle. 


Chapter Nine addresses the halakhot of the heifer whose neck is broken, and dis- 
cusses matters that were discontinued due to the diminishing spiritual commitment 
of certain generations. 
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Speak to the children of Israel, and say to them: If any man‘ wife 
goes aside, and acts unfaithfully against him; and a man lie with 
her carnally, and it was hidden from the eyes of her husband, and 
she was defiled secretly, and there is no witness against her, and 
she was not taken in the act. And the spirit of jealousy came upon 
him, and he warned his wife, and she had become defiled; or if 
the spirit of jealousy came upon him, and he warned his wife, and 
she was not defiled. Then shall the man bring his wife to the priest, 
and shall bring her offering for her, the tenth part of an ephah of 
barley meal; he shall pour no oil upon it, nor put frankincense 
thereon; for it is a meal-offering of jealousy, a meal-offering of 
memorial, bringing iniquity to remembrance. 


(Numbers 5:11-15) 


And the priest shall stand the woman before the Lord and uncover 
the hair of the woman's head, and put the meal-offering of memo- 
rial in her hands, which is the meal-offering of jealousy; and the 
priest shall have in his hand the bitter water that causes the curse. 


(Numbers 5:18) 


The above verses describe the formal process by which a husband issues a warning to 
his wife whom he suspects of unfaithful behavior and the result of the woman's viola- 
tions of his warning by secluding herself with the man that aroused her husband’s 
suspicion. A woman who secludes herself with such a man after being warned by her 
husband is a sota, and her questionable faithfulness to her husband must be evaluated 
by the sota rite, discussed in the rest of chapter 5 of Numbers and in this tractate, to 
determine if it is permitted for her to remain married to her husband. 


In this chapter, the nature and details of this warning will be discussed. For instance, 
is the husband obligated to warn his wife if he suspects her of engaging in promiscu- 
ous behavior? Is it sufficient to warn one’s wife privately, or must it be done in the 
presence of one or more witnesses? 


Additionally, it is unclear from the verses what degree of knowledge is necessary to 
determine that the woman has, in fact, secluded herself after the warning, and howit 
is to be known if the woman actually defiled herself through adulterous sexual inter- 
course. In this chapter there will be discussions concerning whether the husband’s 
word suffices in these matters or whether it is necessary to hear testimony from one 
or more witnesses. 


The husband’s bringing his wife to the priest is discussed as well (see Numbers 5:15), 
including at what point the husband must bring his wife, and how it is done. 


The chapter also discusses the evaluation rite, the miraculous procedure for determin- 
ing the woman's guilt or innocence, where, as the verse states: “The priest shall set 
the woman before the Lord” (Numbers 5:18). The discussion includes the question 
of where this is done, and what exactly is done to the woman at the outset of the rite. 


Also addressed is the issue of why the woman is subjected to such a miraculous yet 
demeaning procedure in order to evaluate her faithfulness, as well as other aggadic 
issues relating to the nature of divine retribution and additional matters. 
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MI S H N A With regard to one who issues a warning" 


to his wife not to seclude herself with a 
particular man, so that if she does not heed his warning she will 
assume the status of a woman suspected by her husband of having 
been unfaithful [sota], Rabbi Eliezer says: He issues a warning 
to her based on, i.e., in the presence of, two" witnesses for the 
warning to be effective. If two witnesses were not present for the 
warning, she is not a sota even if two witnesses saw her seclusion 
with another man. And the husband gives the bitter water to her 
to drink based on the testimony of one witness who saw the 
seclusion, or even based on his own testimony that he himself 
saw them secluded together, as Rabbi Eliezer holds that only the 
warning requires witnesses, not the seclusion. Rabbi Yehoshua 
says: He both issues a warning to her based on two witnesses and 
gives the bitter water to her to drink based on the testimony of 
two" witnesses. 


The mishna asks: How does he issue a warning to her in an effec- 
tive manner? If he says to her in the presence of two witnesses: 
Do not speak with the man called so-and-so," and she never- 
theless spoke with him, she is still permitted to her home, i.e., 
she is permitted to engage in sexual intercourse with her husband, 
and if she is the wife of a priest she is still permitted to partake 
of teruma.® 


However, if after he told her not to speak with so-and-so, she 
entered into a secluded place and remained with that man" long 
enough to become defiled, i.e., sufficient time to engage in sexual 
intercourse, she is forbidden to her home from that moment until 
she undergoes the sota rite. And likewise, if she was the wife of a 
priest she is prohibited from partaking of teruma," as she was 
possibly disqualified by her infidelity, so long as her innocence is 
not proven by means of the bitter water. And if her husband dies 
childless before she drinks the bitter water, she perform halitza 
with her late husband’s brother and may not enter into levirate 
marriage," as, if she had been unfaithful, levirate marriage is 


forbidden. 


G E M ARA The Gemara questions the placement of 


this tractate within the mishnaic order of 
Nashim. Now, the tanna arose from tractate Nazir, which is the 
tractate preceding Sota in the order of the Mishna. What did he 
teach in Nazir that required that he teach tractate Sota immedi- 
ately afterward, as at first glance there seems to be no connection 
between this tractate and Nazir? 


The Gemara answers: This was done in accordance with the 
statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi with regard to the sequence 
of passages in the Torah, as it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi says: Why is the portion of a nazirite (Numbers, 
chapter 6) placed adjacent to the portion of a sota (Numbers, 
chapter 5)? This was done to tell you that anyone who sees a 
sota in her disgrace as she undergoes the rite of the bitter water 
should renounce" wine, as wine is one of the causes of sexual 
transgression, as it loosens inhibitions. For the same reason that 
the Torah teaches these passages one after the other, Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi arranged these tractates one after the other. 


To partake of teruma - mana diay): The Torah bestows 
twenty-four different awards on priests, who serve the entire 
community in the Temple and do not receive a portion in Eretz 


BACKGROUND 


used in a state of ritual purity by the priests, who confer that 
right on other members of their household, including their 
wives, children, slaves, and animals. 


Yisrael. One of these awards is teruma, which must be eaten or 


NOTES 


One who issues a warning [hamekanneh] — Kapan: As 
Rashi and other commentaries note, this term is used 
based on the language in the verse in this context: “And 
he warned [vekinneh] his wife” (Numbers 5:14). The com- 
mentaries, however, differ as to the precise implications of 
this term, hamekanneh, as well as the meaning of the term 
vekinneh used in the verse. Some explain that it is referring to 
a warning (Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna; Josefot 
HaRosh). Others explain that it is a term indicating anger and 
annoyance (see Tosefot Yom Tov). In truth, the interpretation 
of this term is dependent upon the dispute (see 3a) as to 
whether it is proper for a suspicious husband to issue a 
warning to his wife. 


Should renounce, etc. — 131 fayy 1: Some understand 
that the Gemara is not advising one to actually become 
a nazirite, as the Gemara in tractate Nazir (19a) states that 
the acceptance of a vow of naziriteship is a sin. Rather, the 
Gemara means that those who see a sota in her disgrace 
should reduce their consumption of wine (Beer Sheva; see 
Tosafot on Nazir 2a). 


HALAKHA 


He issues a warning to her based on two - °5 by nv) xp 
D: A man issues a warning to his wife by stating in the 
presence of two witnesses: Do not seclude yourself with 
so-and-so (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 1:2; Shulhan 
Arukh, Even HaEzer 178:2). 


And gives to her to drink based on two - 5 by mpo 
m: The seclusion described in the verse is where a woman 
is secluded with the specific man about whom she was 
warned and there are two witnesses attesting to this seclu- 
sion, in accordance with Rabbi Yehoshua’s opinion, based 
on the principle that his opinion is accepted in his disputes 
with Rabbi Eliezer (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 1:2; 
Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 178:4). 


Do not speak with the man called so-and-so - "131 by 
mids wx oy: If one says to his wife in the presence of 
two witnesses: Do not speak with so-and-so, it is not a 
warning, and she remains permitted to her husband even 
if she secludes herself with that man (Rambam Sefer Nashim, 
Hilkhot Sota 1:4; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 178:6). 


She entered into a secluded place and remained with 
that man, etc. - 15) jay nnn) wed mab jay TDD): If 
one issued a warning to his wife about secluding herself 
with a specific man and she secluded herself with him for 
a sufficient amount of time to engage in sexual intercourse, 
she is forbidden to her husband unless she is found innocent 
through the sota rite (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 1:2; 
Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 178:4). 


And she is prohibited from partaking of teruma - VON) 
mann Sioned: If two valid witnesses testify that a woman 
married to a priest was properly warned by her husband, 
and she subsequently secluded herself with the man about 
whom she was warned, it is prohibited for her to partake 
of teruma until she drinks the bitter water. If her husband 
dies before she is able to drink the bitter water, or if she is 
unable to drink the water for some other reason, she is per- 
manently prohibited from partaking of teruma, as she may 
have committed adultery (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot 
Terumot 8:15). 


She performs halitza and may not enter into levirate mar- 
riage - Naan x ngbin: If a married woman secludes 
herself with another man after having been warned by her 
husband, and her husband dies without children before 
she drinks the bitter water, she performs halitza with her 
husband's brother and may not enter into levirate marriage 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum 6:19; Shulhan Arukh, 
Even HaEzer 173:11). 
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NOTES 


When Reish Lakish would introduce - w nns m73 
wip: The phrase: Would introduce, is often found in 
aggadic midrash, and it was regularly used to introduce a 
lecture on a specific topic by use of an aggadic interpreta- 
tion of a verse that would facilitate a novel approach to 
that topic. Some explain that Reish Lakish would teach this 
statement to explain why, as the Gemara will note is the 
opinion of some tanna‘im, it is prohibited for a husband to 
issue a warning to his wife. As the aggadic interpretation 
explains, a spouse is designated in accordance with one’s 
own behavior, and since the Gemara (28a) notes that the 
bitter water is ineffective if her husband is guilty of adultery, 
before issuing a warning to one's wife one should examine 
one’s own behavior. According to this understanding, the 
conclusion of the Gemara noting a distinction between 
a first and second match also relates to this issue, as it 
indicates that there are still occasions when a warning is 
appropriate (Yagel Ya'akov). 


As the splitting of the Red Sea — 91D DY Ny Ips: The early 
commentaries discuss why it is that the Gemara compares 
matchmaking to the splitting of the sea, rather than the 
actual exodus from Egypt, which is the subject of the verse 
quoted in the Gemara. Some explain that the term bako- 
sharot in the verse alludes to the splitting of the sea, as it is 
a contraction of bebekhi uveshirot, with crying and singing, 
referring to the crying of the Egyptians and the singing of 
the Jews (Tosefot HaRosh). 


The daughter of so-and-so, etc. - ^3) nibs na: Tosafot 
infer from this formulation that a Divine Voice issues forth 
at the time that the man is formed, at which time his future 
mate might not be born yet, and therefore she is referred 
to only by her father's name (see Maharsha). Other early 
commentaries explain that the Divine Voice issues forth 
when the first of the couple is born, regardless of whether 
it is the male or the female. 


This is with regard to a first match, etc. — WX ma x7 
"131: Tosefot HaRash explains that the term second match is 
applicable only if it is a second marriage for both the man 
and the woman. If either spouse has not yet been married, 
it is still referred to as a first match. The Beer Sheva, based 
on the esoterica, explains that the term first match refers 
to the divinely ordained mate of an individual, whereas 
the phrase second match refers to one matched with a 
person based on their actions, and it may be that one will 
marry only the second match. There is a certain similar- 
ity between this explanation and that of the Meiri, who 
explains that a first match refers to one who marries at a 
young age, when one is too young to be matched based 
on his actions, and therefore the mate is ordained by a 
Divine Voice, while a second match refers to one who mar- 
ries at an older age, since his conduct can be evaluated to 
ordain a fitting match. 


LANGUAGE 

Match [zivug] — 3t: Although this word as well as several 
others derived from it are found in ancient Hebrew and 
in other Semitic languages, it is believed that the original 
source is the Greek Gvyév, zugon, which refers to a team of 
two oxen, or yoke. It was extended to include any grouping 
together of two entities, and is used by the Sages with 
specific emphasis on the joining of a couple in marriage. 


HALAKHA 


With regard to defilement one witness is deemed cred- 
ible — ya’ IM IY agawa: Ifa woman had been warned 
by her husband, and witnesses testify with regard to the 
seclusion, then even if only one witness testifies that she 
engaged in sexual intercourse with the man, she is perma- 
nently forbidden to her husband and does not drink the 
bitter water, but she is divorced without receiving payment 
of her marriage contract (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot 
Sota 1:14; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 178714). 
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The Gemara asks: But if so, let him teach tractate Sota first and 
then let him teach tractate Nazir, which is the way these topics are 
ordered in the Torah, and also accords better with the statement of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. The Gemara answers: Since the tanna taught 
tractate Ketubot, andin that tractate he taught a chapter that begins: 
One who vows, in which there are several mishnayot concerning 
vows between husbands and wives, he then taught tractate Nedarim, 
whose subject is the halakhot of vows. And since he taught tractate 
Nedarim, he then taught tractate Nazir, which is similar to tractate 
Nedarim in that one becomes a nazirite by taking a vow. And he then 
teaches tractate Sota, in accordance with the statement of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi. 


§ The Gemara begins clarifying the mishna. The mishna states: One 
who issues a warning to his wife. By employing the descriptive 
phrase: One who issues a warning, and not the prescriptive phrase: 
One issues a warning, the tanna indicates that after the fact, yes, it 
is effective if he issues a warning in this manner, but ideally, no, one 
should not issue a warning to his wife at all ab initio. Apparently, the 
tanna of our mishna holds that it is prohibited to issue a warning 
to one’s wife ab initio in a manner that can cause her to become a 
sota, and all the halakhot concerning a sota are for one who issued a 
warning when not obligated to do so. 


Rav Shmuel bar Rav Yitzhak says: When Reish Lakish would 
introduce’ his discussion of the Torah passage of sota he would say 
this: Heaven matches a woman to a man only according to his 
actions, as it is stated: “For the rod of wickedness shall not rest 
upon the lot of the righteous” (Psalms 125:3), indicating that if one 
has a wicked wife it is due to his own evil conduct. Rabba bar bar 
Hana says that Rabbi Yohanan says: And it is as difficult to match 
a couple together as was the splitting of the Red Sea," as it is stated 
in a verse that speaks of the exodus from Egypt: “God makes the 
solitary individuals dwell in a house; He brings out prisoners into 
prosperity [bakosharot]” (Psalms 68:7). God takes single individu- 
als and causes them to dwell in a house by properly matching a man 
to a woman. This is similar to the exodus from Egypt, which culmi- 
nated in the splitting of the Red Sea, where He released prisoners 
into prosperity. 


The Gemara asks: Is that so that a man is matched to a woman 
according to his actions? But Rav Yehuda says that Rav says: Forty 
days before an embryo is formed a Divine Voice issues forth and 
says: The daughter of so-and-so’ is destined to marry so-and-so; 
such and such a house is destined to be inhabited by so-and-so; 
such and such a field is destined to be farmed by so-and-so. This 
clearly states that these matters, including marriage, are decreed for 
a person even before he is formed. The Gemara answers: This is not 
difficult. This statement that Rav Yehuda says in the name of Rav is 
with regard to a first match [zivug],"' while this statement of Rabba 
bar bar Hana in the name of Rabbi Yohanan is with regard to a 
second match. A first match is decreed in heaven; a second match 
is according to one’s actions. 


§ The Gemara now clarifies the dispute in the mishna. Rabbi Eliezer 
says: The husband must issue a warning to her based on, i.e., in the 
presence of, two witnesses, and he gives the bitter water to her to 
drink based on the testimony of one witness. Rabbi Yehoshua says: 
He both issues a warning to her based on two witnesses and gives 
the bitter water to her to drink based on the testimony of two wit- 
nesses who saw them secluded together. The Gemara notes: Rabbi 
Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua disagree only with regard to the requi- 
site number of witnesses for the warning and the seclusion, whether 
one or two witnesses are required, but with regard to the testimony 
concerning defilement after the warning was issued and seclusion 
had occurred, they agree that even the testimony of one witness is 
deemed credible" to establish that the woman actually engaged in 
sexual intercourse with the man while secluded. 
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The Gemara comments: And we learned also in another mishna 
(31a) that ifa single witness says: I saw that she was defiled, then 
she would not drink the bitter water, as the testimony is accepted, 
and her husband must divorce her and she forfeits payment of 
her marriage contract. Therefore, there is no need to perform the 
sota rite. 


The Gemara asks: By Torah law, from where do we derive that 

one witness is deemed credible with regard to testifying that 

a sota engaged in sexual intercourse? The Gemara answers: As 

the Sages taught in reference to the verse describing the circum- 
stances in which a woman defiled through an act of adultery 
becomes forbidden to her husband, which states: “And a man lie 

with her carnally and it be hid from the eyes of her husband, she 

being defiled secretly, and there is no witness [ed] against her” 
(Numbers 5:13), the verse is speaking of a lack of two witnesses. 
When the verse refers to the lack of an ed, written in the singular, 
it actually indicates that there are not two witnesses against her, 
but only one, as the baraita will now explain. 


The baraita continues and asks: Or perhaps the verse is referring 
only to a case where there was not even one witness to the act of 
sexual intercourse, as the singular usage of the word ed would seem 
to indicate? The baraita now proves that elsewhere the word ed is 
used to indicate two witnesses, as the verse states: “One witness 
[ed] shall not rise up against a man for any iniquity or any sin that 
he sins; by the mouth of two witnesses or by the mouth of three 
witnesses shall a matter be established” (Deuteronomy 19:15). 


The baraita infers a general principle from this verse by asking: By 
inference from that which is stated in the verse, even with the 
omission of the word “one”: “A witness shall not rise up against 
aman” (Deuteronomy 19:15), do I not know that it is referring to 
one witness, as the term “rise up [yakum]” is written in the singular 
form? What is the meaning when the verse states explicitly: “One 
witness,” since it is obviously referring to only one witness? The 
baraita answers: This established a paradigm that every place 
where the word “witness [ed]” is stated in the Torah without 
specifying a number, there are two witnesses here, unless the 
verse specifies that it is referring to only one witness by writing 


» 


the word “one? 


The baraita returns to discuss the verse concerning a sota. And the 
Merciful One states: “There is no witness [ed] against her” (Num- 
bers 5:13), which therefore means that there are not two witnesses 
to the sexual intercourse that could testify with regard to her; 
rather, there is only one witness. The baraita completes its inter- 
pretation: Further in the verse it states: “And she was not taken,” 
indicating that the verse is referring to a case in which it is known 
that the woman had not been raped. This knowledge is based on 
the testimony of only one witness, as the verse had already stated 
that there were not two witnesses, and since one witness saw her 
willingly engage in sexual intercourse with another man, she is 


forbidden. 
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The Gemara questions this reasoning: But this would seem to indi- 
cate that the only reason to interpret the verse concerning a sota as 
referring to a case where there is only one witness is thatit is written 
in the other verse: “One witness shall not rise up against a man’ 
(Deuteronomy 19:15), indicating that any unspecified usage of the 
word ed in the Torah refers to two witnesses, but were it not for this 
inference, I would say that when the term witness is employed in 
the verse concerning a sota it is referring to one witness. However, 
this would mean that the woman is forbidden to her husband 
even if there is not even one witness who saw the alleged sexual 
intercourse, and if there is not even one witness to testify, then 
with what testimony does she become forbidden to her husband? 
Obviously, even without another verse, it must be understood that 
the verse is indicating that there are not two witnesses but there is 
one, or else there would be no testimony to her actions. 


The Gemara answers: It was necessary to infer the interpretation of 
the verse concerning the sota from the other verse mentioning one 
witness. Otherwise it might enter your mind to say that the verse 
here that states: “There is no witness against her,’ means that a 
single witness testifying about the sexual intercourse is not deemed 
credible with regard to her under any circumstances, and the 
testimony of one witness is not accepted in the case of a sota. 


The Gemara questions this analysis: What would be the logic in 
interpreting the verse as indicating that a single witness is not 
deemed credible with regard to her? But if that is the interpre- 
tation, what does the verse require in order for a sota to be rendered 


forbidden? 


The Gemara explains its question: If the verse is understood as 
indicating that a woman isn’t forbidden until there are two 
witnesses to testify to her infidelity, then let the verse be silent 
from any mention of witnesses, as the requirement for two wit- 
nesses in matters of sexual impropriety is derived by means of a 
verbal analogy from the word “matter” written with regard to for- 
bidden relations, and the word “matter” written with regard to 
monetary matters. The verbal analogy by which it is learned that 
two witnesses are required is as follows: A verse concerning forbid- 
den relations states: “Because he has found some unseemly matter 
about her” (Deuteronomy 24:1), and a verse concerning monetary 
matters states: “By the mouth of two witnesses or by the mouth of 
three witnesses shall a matter be established” (Deuteronomy 19:15). 
And I would know that the requirement that two witnesses testify 
applies in the case of a sota, just as it does in all other matters of 
testimony in the Torah. 


The Gemara answers: It was necessary that the verse be stated in 
the case of a sota as well, for it might enter your mind to say that 
testimony concerning a sota is different from other testimony, and 
even testimony of one witness would be sufficient because there is 
a basis for anticipating the matter. Since the husband issued a 
warning to her about this particular man and she then secluded 
herself with him, perhaps even one witness should be deemed 
credible with regard to her. Therefore, the verse informs us that 
one witness is not deemed credible to render her forbidden to her 
husband. 


The Gemara asks another question concerning its earlier analysis: 
But how can you think to say that the verse would be stating that 
one witness is not deemed credible with regard to her having 
engaged in sexual intercourse and she would remain permitted to 
her husband? But from the continuation of the same verse, from the 
fact that it is written: “And she was not taken,” which indicates that 
the verse is referring to a case where she was not raped, one con- 
cludes by inference that the verse is referring to a woman who 
becomes forbidden to her husband for engaging in consensual 
adulterous sexual intercourse. 
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The Gemara answers: Nevertheless, it still was necessary to teach the 
principle derived from the other verse that the term “ed” is referring 
to two witnesses even in the context of a sota, as it might enter your 
mind to say that the verse should be understood to mean that one 
witness is not deemed credible with regard to her, and she remains 
permitted until there are two witnesses who testify to the sexual 
intercourse, and with the testimony of two witnesses as well, it is 
only when she was not seized and forced to cohabit with the man. 
Therefore, to refute this possible interpretation, the baraita teaches 
us that “ed” always refers to two witnesses unless stated otherwise. 
Therefore, the phrase in the verse concerning a sota that says: “There 
is no witness [ed] against her,’ means that there were not two 
witnesses, but ifthere was only one witness he is deemed credible. 


The mishna teaches that Rabbi Yehoshua says: He both issues a 
warning to her based on two witnesses, and he gives the bitter water 
to her to drink based on the testimony of two witnesses who saw 
her secluded. The Gemara asks: What is the reasoning of Rabbi 
Yehoshua? The Gemara answers: The verse states: “And there is no 
witness [ed] against her [bah]” (Numbers 5:13), which was explained 
to mean there were not two witnesses, but only one, who testified 
concerning her defilement. Rabbi Yehoshua derives from the term 
bah, which could also be understood as: With regard to it, that in 
this matter of defilement one witness suffices, but not with regard 
to the warning. Additionally, he derives: With regard to it, but not 
with regard to the seclusion. Therefore, there must be two witnesses 
to testify about both the warning and the seclusion. 


The Gemara now explains Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion. And Rabbi 
Eliezer says that the only derivation to be learned is: With regard to 
it, but not with regard to the warning." Therefore, the warning, 
unlike the defilement, requires two witnesses. The seclusion is not 
contrasted with the defilement, and, like the defilement, requires 
only one. 


The Gemara questions Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion: But why not say that 
one should also derive: With regard to it, but not with regard to the 
seclusion,’ as does Rabbi Yehoshua? The Gemara answers: Rabbi 
Eliezer does not accept that derivation, as seclusion is juxtaposed 
to defilement by the verse, as it is written: “And she was defiled 
secretly” (Numbers 5:13), and the term “secretly” is referring to 
seclusion. Therefore, the same halakha should apply to both. 


The Gemara asks: But the warning is also juxtaposed to defilement, 
as it is written: “And he warned his wife, and she had become 
defiled” (Numbers 5:14.) and the same halakha should apply to both. 
The Gemara answers: The Merciful One excluded at least one of the 
two by use of the expression bah, which teaches that in one matter 
other than defilement, two witnesses are required. 


The Gemara asks: And what did you see to determine that the 
exclusion from the halakha of one witness sufficing is with regard 
to the warning? Perhaps the exclusion from the halakha of one 
witness sufficing is with regard to the seclusion. The Gemara answers: 
It stands to reason that it is preferable to compare seclusion to 
defilement, as testimony with regard to seclusion forbids her to her 
husband just as testimony with regard to defilement does. 


The Gemara rejects this reasoning: On the contrary, it is preferable 
to compare the warning to the defilement, as it is the main cause of 
her becoming forbidden. Seclusion alone, absent a warning, would 
not cause her to be forbidden to her husband. 


The Gemara counters: If there is no seclusion, is there any signifi- 
cance to the warning? The warning results in a prohibition only after 
the warned woman secludes herself with the man. The Gemara 
counters: And if there is no warning, what effectiveness does 
seclusion have? Both the warning and the seclusion are required 
for her to be forbidden. 


rom the publisher 


NOTES 


With regard to it but not with regard to the warning - 
pa x) ma: In the Jerusalem Talmud itis explained that 
his dispute is related to another dispute. Rabbi Eliezer’s 
opinion is in accordance with the opinion of Beit Shammai 
Gittin 90a) that one may not divorce his wife unless she 
committed adultery. As such, it must be that he can have 
her drink the bitter water to clarify her status even if there 
is only one witness with regard to the seclusion. Other- 
wise, the husband would remain without any options, as 
e may neither divorce her nor continue living with her. By 
contrast, Rabbi Yehoshua’s opinion is in accordance with 
he opinion of Beit Hillel (Gittin 90a) that one can divorce 
his wife if he finds any fault in her. Therefore, if there is 
estimony of one witness that she secluded herself, he 
has the option to divorce her, and it is not necessary to 
perform the sota rite. 


With regard to it but not with regard to the seclusion, 
etc. = ^3) 7YDD xh) ma: In the Jerusalem Talmud it is 
explained that the dispute with regard to the number of 
witnesses is predicated upon alternative interpretations of 
the verse: “He has found some unseemly matter [davar] 
about her” (Deuteronomy 24:1). Everyone agrees that the 
expression “he has found” refers to having found out by 
means of the testimony of witnesses. The dispute con- 
cerns the meaning of the expression “an unseemly matter.” 
According to Rabbi Yehoshua, it refers to having found out 
hrough witnesses about the unseemly matter of his wife 
secluding herself with another man. By contrast, Rabbi 
Eliezer interprets the word “matter [davar]" as related to 
he similar word dibbur, meaning speech. Consequently, 
he interprets that the actual speaking involved in the 
sota process must be found through witness testimony. 


Therefore, only the warning, not the seclusion, must be 


estified about by two witnesses. 
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NOTES 


There is no end to the matter - 4iD sah px: The com- 
mentaries differ as to the nature of this claim. Some explain 
that enabling the performance of the sota rite based on the 
husband's word alone will call into question the efficacy 
of the rite, as it will be performed many times when the 
woman has not in fact committed adultery (Tosefot HaRash). 
Others explain that the Rabbis wish to avoid the needless 
erasure of the name of God, as erasing a scroll containing 
the name of God is a stage of the rite (Torat HaKenaot). 

In the Jerusalem Talmud it is explained that the dispute 
between Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, and the Rabbis 
with regard to whether she is given to drink the bitter waters 
based on the husband's word alone is dependent upon a 
different dispute, i.e., whether a husband can issue a warn- 
ing to his wife not to seclude herself with those with whom 
she is ordinarily permitted to be secluded, such as her father 
or brother. Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, holds that one 
may not issue a warning to his wife with regard to these 
men. Therefore, even if the husband can issue a warning 
based on his own word, the sota rite will be performed only 
rarely, as it is not common for a woman to seclude herself in 
a prohibited manner. By contrast, the Rabbis hold that one 
can issue a warning to his wife with regard to these men. 
Since it is likely that she will then seclude herself with them, 
as they are her close relatives, they are concerned that the 
sota rite will be performed frequently when she has not 
committed adultery, as above. 
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The Gemara concludes: Even so, it is preferable to compare the 
seclusion to the defilement, as the seclusion is the beginning of 
defilement. Therefore, just as the testimony of one witness suf- 
fices with regard to the defilement, the testimony of one witness 
suffices with regard to the seclusion. 


The Gemara comments: The mishna is not in accordance with 
the opinion of this tanna, who presents a different version of 
Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion, as it is taught in a baraita ( Tosefta 1:1) that 
Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, says in the name of Rabbi 
Eliezer: One who issues a warning to his wife issues a warning 
based on one witness or based on his own testimony, and 
he gives the bitter water to her to drink based on the testimony 
of two witnesses who saw her secluded. The baraita further 
states that the Rabbis responded: According to the statement 
of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, as to Rabbi Eliezer’s opin- 
ion that one need not issue a warning in the presence of two 
witnesses, there is no end to the matter," as the Gemara will 
explain. 


The Gemara explains: What is the reasoning of Rabbi Yosei, 
son of Rabbi Yehuda? The verse states: “Bah,” from which he 
infers that one witness suffices to testify with regard to it, i.e., the 
defilement, but not with regard to seclusion, as above. 


The Gemara asks: But why not say that one should also derive: 
With regard to it, but not with regard to the warning? The 
Gemara answers: The warning is juxtaposed to defilement, as 
it is written: “And he warned his wife, and she had become 
defiled” (Numbers 5:14), and the same halakha should apply 
to both. 


The Gemara counters this argument: Seclusion is also juxta- 
posed in the verse to defilement, as it is written: “And she was 
defiled secretly” (Numbers 5:13). Therefore, the same halakha 
should apply to both. The Gemara responds: That verse is coming 
to teach how much is the measure of seclusion, i.e., the amount 
of time that the man and woman must be secluded together for it 
to be defined as seclusion, which, as the comparison indicates, is 
the amount of time sufficient for defilement. 


The Gemara continues to clarify the baraita. The Rabbis 
responded: According to the statement of Rabbi Yosei, son of 
Rabbi Yehuda, as to Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion, there is no end to 
the matter. The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of: There is 
no end to the matter? The Gemara answers: It is that there may 
be times when the husband did not warn his wife but after hear- 
ing of her seclusion with another man says: I warned her, which 
will be sufficient to render her forbidden to him until she drinks. 


The Gemarais puzzled by this logic: But according to our mishna, 
does the matter in fact have an end? Rabbi Eliezer states in the 
mishna that a woman must drink the bitter water based upon 
her husband’s own statement that she secluded herself with the 
man about whom he had warned her. There too, one could ask 
whether there may be times when she did not seclude herself 
with the other man and where her husband says: She secluded 
herself, thereby rendering her forbidden to him until she drinks 
the bitter water. Ifso, why do the Rabbis take issue only with the 
version of Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion as presented by Rabbi Yosei, 
son of Rabbi Yehuda, and not with the version recorded in the 
mishna? 


Rav Yitzhak bar Yosef says that Rabbi Yohanan says: The Rabbis 
in the baraita meant to state that even according to the statement 
of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, there is no end to the 
matter. The Rabbis wished to say that even according to his ver- 
sion of Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion, the husband can cause her to drink 
if he were to lie. The same is obviously true for the mishna. 
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The Gemara notes: The phrase even according to the statement 
of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, indicates it is a lesser novelty 
to say that there is no end to the matter according to him, and it is 
not necessary to say that the same would be true according to the 
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer cited in our mishna. The Gemara asks: 
On the contrary, according to the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer cited 
in our mishna, there is a legitimate basis of suspicion with regard 
to the woman, as there are witnesses who saw the husband issue a 
warning to her, and therefore, it is understandable that the testi- 
mony of the husband may be relied upon when he testifies that she 
secluded herself with another man. By contrast, there, according 
to the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, there is no 
legitimate basis to prohibit her to him, since there are no witnesses 
that she had been warned by her husband at all. Therefore, it may 
be that the Rabbis took issue only with the version of Rabbi 
Eliezer’s opinion presented by Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda. 


The Gemara clarifies the statement of Rabbi Yohanan: Rather, ifit 
was stated, it was stated like this: Rav Yitzhak bar Yosef says that 
Rabbi Yohanan says that the Rabbis said: According to the state- 
ment of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, who is not concerned 
that accepting the testimony of one person with regard to the warn- 
ing will enable false claims by the husband, even according to the 
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer cited in our mishna there is no end to 
the matter, since the concern there is less severe, as there is no 
legitimate basis to render her forbidden to her husband. 


Rav Hanina of Sura says: In the present’ a man should not say 
to his wife: Do not seclude yourself with so-and-so. The reason 
is that perhaps we maintain" that the halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, who says 
that a warning is effective even based on his own testimony, and 
if she were then to seclude herself with that man she would be 
required to drink the bitter water to render herself permitted to her 
husband, and since today the bitter water of a sota is not used to 
evaluate her fidelity and permit her to her husband, he will end up 
forbidding her to himself with an irrevocable prohibition. 


§ Reish Lakish says: What is the meaning of the term: Warning 
[kinnui]?' It means a matter that causes anger [kina] between her 
and others, as other men will not understand why she does not 
wish to be friendly with them any longer. The Gemara comments: 
Apparently, he holds that a warning is effective based on the 
husband’s own testimony, and therefore everyone else will not 
know that her husband issued a warning to her, and they will say: 
What is this matter happening before us that she separates herself 
from us, and they will come to act in anger with her. 


And Rav Yeimar bar Rabbi Shelemya says in the name of Abaye: 
The term kinnui means a matter that causes anger between him 
and her, i.e., between husband and wife. The Gemara comments: 
Apparently, he holds that a warning is effective based on the testi- 
mony of two witnesses. And since there are two witnesses, every- 
one knows that he issued a warning to her. Therefore, the warning 
does not cause anger between her and others. And the husband is 
he who will come to act in anger with her, as they will have mutual 
antagonism toward each other. 


Warning [kinnui] — 13979: The root of this word has several dif- 
ferent meanings. It is generally followed by the preposition: 
Of [beh], and generally means a strong desire for an item or 
some character trait belonging to another, i.e., jealousy. At other 
times, it is followed by the preposition: For [/e]. In those contexts, 
it indicates a positive expression of love and suggests anger 
over another's causing injury or loss to someone or something 


LANGUAGE 
that they both indicate an arousal of strong feelings and anger 
caused by others. As used with regard to sota, kinnui carries the 
second meaning. Yet, as explained in the Gemara, the word 
also indicates a warning and threat to one’s wife, as he cautions 
her to stay away from another man. This idea is also reflected 
in the verse: “He will stir up jealousy [kina] as a man of war” 
(Isaiah 42:13). 


one holds dear. It is possible that both meanings are related in 


NOTES 


In the present — m7 rata: Seemingly, this concern should 
have applied even in the time when the Temple was 
standing, as the sota rite would not have been performed 
to satisfy an individual opinion. Some explain that during 
the time of the Temple, the uncertainty can be resolved 
in the event that the husband repeats his warning before 
witnesses, thereby enabling the sota rite to be performed. 
Once it is performed, it will also clarify whether she com- 
mitted adultery the first time (Tosefot Yom Tov). Others 
explain that the expression should be read: Even in the 
present, indicating that in Temple times one should cer- 
tainly not tell his wife not to seclude herself with a particu- 
lar man, as it may lead to an improper performance of the 
sota rite. And even in the present, when this concern is not 
in effect, one should not warn his wife, as it may cause her 
to become forbidden to him (Maharit). 


Perhaps we maintain, etc. - ^3) P Kp xop: The com- 
mentaries differ as to whether or not the Gemara is assert- 
ing definitively that the halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, even though 
his opinion is cited only in a baraita that contradicts a 
mishna, and additionally, the halakha usually is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua in his disputes 
with Rabbi Eliezer (see Tosefot HaRosh; Maharik; Rashash). 


HALAKHA 


A man should not say to his wife, etc. — wx xa xb 
3) son: A man should not say to his wife, even in 
private: Do not seclude yourself with so-and-so, as the 
halakha may be in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, that if the woman would then 
seclude herself with that man, she would become forbid- 
den to her husband forever, since the sota rite cannot be 
performed. Some say that this prohibition is not by Torah 
law (Rashba), and others say that it is a prohibition only for 
those who want to fulfill their moral obligation to Heaven 
(Arukh HaShulhan).The Rema holds that if a husband does 
issue such a warning he should immediately retract it. 

If, after warning her, the husband himself sees his wife 
in seclusion with that man, she is forbidden to her hus- 
band and he must divorce her. However, he is obligated 
to pay the value of her marriage contract (Rambam Sefer 
Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 24:25; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 
115:9, 178:7). 
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Daf3 Amuda 


NOTES 


Then the Lord warned concerning His land, etc. - 
^D Pay) "71371: Rashi interprets this verse to mean 
that God, as it were, orders the locusts, mentioned 
previously in the verses as consuming the produce, 
to leave the land. The Devar Shaul adds that since 
this order concerns locusts, it clearly doesn’t have 
any implications of anger, as it is not possible 
that God was angry with locusts. Rather, it clearly 
indicates an admonition without any antagonistic 
connotation. The Meiri explains that the presence 
of the locusts had been a warning given to the land, 
indicating that if repentance was not forthcoming, 
an even harsher punishment would be imposed. 


A spirit of folly — mew mn: The lyyun Ya'akov 
explains that this refers to the ability of one to con- 
vince himself that his actions are not being observed 
by God, and therefore he can sin. Alternatively, in 
the Tanya it is explained that this spirit of folly is a 
mechanism employed to allow one to avoid the 
cognitive dissonance engendered by believing that 
he is not a sinner while simultaneously committing 
a transgression. 
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Apparently, both Reish Lakish and Rav Yeimar bar Rabbi Shelemya 
hold that it is prohibited to issue a warning. Both are of the opinion 
that the word kinnui is a term for anger. Since causing anger is a 
negative trait, it follows that it is prohibited to issue a warning. 


The Gemara asks: And according to the one who says that it is per- 
mitted for him to issue a warning, what is the meaning of the term 
kinnui? Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak says: The term kinnui means 
nothing other than a term of forewarning, and so it says: “Then 
the Lord warned [vayekanneh] concerning His land" and had pity 
for His people” (Joel 2:18). As detailed in that passage, the Lord 
ordered the locusts to stop destroying Eretz Yisrael. 


It is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Meir would say: A person com- 
mits a transgression in private and the Holy One, Blessed be He, 
proclaims about him openly, i.e., in public, that he transgressed, as 
it is stated concerning a sota, who transgressed in private: “The spirit 
of jealousy came [avar] upon him” (Numbers 5:14); and the term 
avira means nothing other than a term of proclamation, as it is 
stated: “And Moses gave the commandment, and they caused it to 
be proclaimed [vaya‘aviru] throughout the camp” (Exodus 36:6). 


Reish Lakish says: A man commits a transgression only if a spirit 
of folly [shetut]" enters him, as it is stated: “If any man’s wife goes 
aside [tisteh]” (Numbers 5:12). The word tisteh is written with the 
Hebrew letter shin, affording an alternative reading of tishteh, which 
is related to the term for folly, the word shetut. 


§ The Gemara discusses why the testimony of one witness suffices 
with regard to defilement. The school of Rabbi Yishmael taught a 
baraita: For what reason did the Torah deem credible a single wit- 
ness with regard to the defilement of a sota? It is because there is a 
basis for anticipating the matter, as there is strong circumstantial 
evidence that she committed adultery. What is the basis for antici- 
pating the matter? As he warned her not to seclude herself with a 
specific man, and she nevertheless secluded herself with him, and 
one witness testifies that she is defiled, then the combination of 
her behavior and the testimony renders it reasonable to assume that 
she has in fact committed adultery. 


Rav Pappa said to Abaye: But when the warning is written in the 
Torah, it is written in the verse after seclusion and defilement are 
mentioned, indicating that the circumstance in which one witness is 
deemed credible with regard to defilement is even when there was 
no previous warning. The order in which the Torah describes the sota 
process seems to indicate that the husband’s warning is issued only 
after the wife already secluded herself with the other man and was 
defiled, as the verses state: “And a man lie with her carnally, and it 
was hidden from the eyes of her husband, and she was defiled secretly, 
and there is no witness against her, and she was not taken. And the 
spirit of jealousy came [veavar] upon him, and he warned his wife, 
and she had become defiled” (Numbers 5:13-14). 


Abaye said to him in response: That which the verse states: “And 
the spirit of jealousy came [veavar] upon him,” means: And it 
had already come upon him, that the husband warned his wife not 
to seclude herself with a specific man prior to her seclusion and 
defilement. 


The Gemara asks: If that is so, that “ve‘avar” is referring to a matter 
that already occurred, then in the case of the agreement between 
Moses and the tribes of Gad and Reuben before they entered Eretz 
Yisrael, where he stated: “And every armed man of you will pass 
over [veavar] the Jordan” (Numbers 32:21), so too did he mean that 
they had already crossed? Moses was stipulating a condition with 
regard to the future; they had yet to cross the Jordan. 
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The Gemara answers: There, from the fact that it is written: “And 

the land be subdued before the Lord, and you return afterward” 
(Numbers 32:22), it is clear that it teaches concerning the future. 
But here, if it enters your mind that the verses should be under- 
stood as they are written in the Torah, that “ve‘avar” (Numbers 

5:14) is after the defilement and seclusion, then why do I need a 

warning? If the woman had already secluded herself with the man 

and become defiled, the husband’s warning would be irrelevant, as 

she had already become forbidden to him. Therefore, the word 

veavar in this context must be referring to a past event, i.e., the 

husband issuing a warning to his wife prior to the seclusion. 


The school of Rabbi Yishmael taught: A man issues a warning to 
his wife only ifa spirit entered him, as it is stated: “And the spirit 
of jealousy came upon him, and he warned his wife” (Numbers 
5:14). The Gemara asks: Of what spirit does Rabbi Yishmael speak? 


The Rabbis say: A spirit of impurity," as one should not issue 
a warning to one’s wife. Rav Ashi says: A spirit of purity, as issu- 
ing a warning indicates that he will not tolerate promiscuous 
behavior. 


The Gemara comments: And it stands to reason like the one who 
says that Rabbi Yishmael was speaking ofa spirit of purity, as it is 
taught in a baraita: “And he warned his wife,” i.e., the issuing of 
the warning, is optional, that the husband is neither enjoined to 
nor prohibited from issuing a warning; this is the statement of 
Rabbi Yishmael. Rabbi Akiva says: It is mandatory," as one who 
sees his wife behaving in an inappropriate manner with another 
man is obligated to warn her. The Gemara explains: Granted, if 
you say that Rabbi Yishmael was speaking of a spirit of purity, 
then it is well, as it may be optional, or even mandatory, to issue a 
warning. But if you say that he was speaking of a spirit of impurity, 
can it be optional or mandatory for a person to introduce a spirit 
of impurity into himself? The Torah would not require a husband 
to act in a manner that results from having a spirit of impurity 
enter him. 


§ The Gemara discusses the matter itself. “And he warned his 
wife,” i.e. the warning, is optional; this is the statement of Rabbi 
Yishmael. And Rabbi Akiva says: It is mandatory. The Gemara 
notes that Rabbi Yishmael and Rabbi Akiva engage in a similar 
dispute with regard to several other verses. Although under normal 
circumstances it is prohibited for a priest to become ritually impure 
through contact with a corpse, the verse states that he may do 
so for the sake of burying his relatives. The baraita teaches: “For 
her may he become impure” (Leviticus 21:3), i.e., for a priest to 
participate in the burial of his sister, despite the fact that he will 
contract ritual impurity, is optional; this is the statement of Rabbi 
Yishmael. A priest is not obligated to participate, but he may. And 
Rabbi Akiva says: It is mandatory" for him to do so. 


» 


The verse states: “Of them may you take your bondmen forever 
(Leviticus 25:46), i.e., keeping one’s Canaanite slave forever, is 
optional, this is the statement of Rabbi Yishmael. One is not 
enjoined against emancipating a Canaanite slave, but one is permit- 
ted to keep his Canaanite slaves forever. Rabbi Akiva says: It is 
mandatory,” and itis prohibited for one to free his Canaanite slave. 


Rav Pappa said to Abaye, and some say that Rav Mesharshiyya 
said to Rava: Shall we say that Rabbi Yishmael and Rabbi Akiva 
disagree in this manner with regard to the entire Torah?" In other 
words, is it so that whenever there is a statement where it is unclear 
whether it is referring to an optional or mandatory act, that one 
master, Rabbi Yishmael, says that it is optional, and the other 
master, Rabbi Akiva, says that it is mandatory. Abaye said to Rav 
Pappa in response: Here, in these particular cases, they disagree 
with regard to the meaning of these specific verses, but it is not a 
general dispute. 


NOTES 

A spirit of impurity, etc. = 1) 78W m: Some 
commentaries have suggested that both opin- 
ions cited in the Gemara are correct, and refer 
to two situations. Ifthe woman will in fact com- 
mit adultery, then a spirit of purity caused him 
to warn her, enabling him to end his marriage, 
while if his wife will not commit adultery, then 
a spirit of impurity had caused him to issue a 
warning to his wife unnecessarily, causing the 
name of God to be erased and his wife to be 
shamed (Or HaYashar; lyyun Ya'akov). 


With regard to the entire Torah, etc. - boa 
^D) aap mina: Tosefot HaRosh and the Meir 
explain that the questioner was referring only 
to the mitzvot in the Torah where the word- 
ing employed in the verse is ambiguous as to 
whether it is mandatory or not, as Rabbi Yish- 
mael certainly cannot hold that there are no 
mandatory mitzvot in the entire Torah. Tosafot 
note that while according to this Gemara, Rabbi 
Akiva would count three mitzvot not counted 
by Rabbi Yishmael, this does not mean that 
Rabbi Yishmael disagrees with the well-known 
statement (see Makkot 23b) that there are 613 
mitzvot in the Torah. Rather, there must be 
three other mitzvot that are counted as mitzvot 
by Rabbi Yishmael but not by Rabbi Akiva. 


HALAKHA 


“And he warned his wife”...is mandatory — 
TJN. Dx Kap: It is a mitzva by rabbinic 
law for a man who sees his wife engaging in 
promiscuous behavior (Arukh HaShulhan) to 
issue a warning to her. The Sages say that a 
man issues a warning to his wife only if a spirit 
of purity enters him. 

The Kesef Mishne questions why the Ram- 
bam does not rule in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Akiva, i.e., that it is a mitzva by 
Torah law, as his rulings are generally accepted 
as halakha over those of his disputants. He 
explains that the Rambam may have based his 
ruling on the Jerusalem Talmud, or he may have 
held that Rabbi Yehoshua agrees with Rabbi 
Yishmael that it is optional (Rambam Sefer 
Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 15:17 and Hilkhot Sota 4:18; 
Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 178:21). 


“For her may he become impure”...is man- 
datory - 730... Kaw GYA A priest is obligated 
to participate in the burial of any of the rela- 
tives for whom the Torah permits him to do so, 
including his wife, even though his participa- 
tion renders him impure, and he may even be 
coerced into doing so. This is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva (Rambam Sefer 
Shofetim, Hilkhot Evel 2:6; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 373:3). 


“Of them may you take your bondmen 
forever”. ..is mandatory - ...74yn 073 aby) 
Ain: It is prohibited to emancipate a Canaanite 
slave, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Akiva. One who does so transgresses a positive 
mitzva. However, under certain exigent circum- 
stances one is permitted to emancipate a slave, 
e.g., in order to facilitate the performance of a 
significant mitzva, even one by rabbinic law. 
Similarly, one is obligated to emancipate his 
female slave if by doing so he will enable her to 
marry, thereby preventing her from engaging 
in promiscuous behavior with others (Rambam 
Sefer Kinyan, Hilkhot Avadim 9:6; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De‘a 267:79). 


AV PI-SOTA:PEREKI-3A 1§ 
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NOTES 

What is the reason of Rabbi Yishmael - x2 
Sxynw 1277 KYY: The Gemara here is ques- 
tioning why Rabbi Yishmael would interpret spe- 
cifically this verse in the Torah as being optional 
rather than mandatory, and explains that since 
there is reason to prohibit a husband from issu- 
ing a warning to his wife, it was necessary for the 
verse to state that he may in fact do so (Tosefot 
HaRosh). 
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The Gemara explains their dispute in these specific contexts, begin- 
ning with the dispute concerning a man’s warning to his wife: “And 
he warned his wife,” the warning is optional; this is the statement 
of Rabbi Yishmael. Rabbi Akiva says: It is mandatory. 


What is the reason of Rabbi Yishmael?" He holds in accordance 
with the statement of this tanna, as it is taught in a baraita: Rabbi 
Eliezer ben Ya'akov says: With regard to that which the Torah 
said: “You shall not hate your brother in your heart” (Leviticus 
19:17), one might have thought that this prohibition applies in a case 
such as this one, when one sees his wife behaving improperly with 
another man, and the verse would instruct the husband to avoid 
conflict and strife. Therefore, the verse states: “And the spirit of 
jealousy came upon him, and he warned his wife” (Numbers 5:14), 
teaching that it is permitted for one to issue a warning to his wife 
in such a case. 


The Gemara asks: And how does Rabbi Akiva derive that it is man- 
datory? The Gemara answers: There is another warning written in 
the same verse, as the entire verse reads: “And the spirit of jealousy 
came upon him, and he warned his wife, and she be defiled; or if the 
spirit of jealousy came upon him, and he warned his wife, and she 
be not defiled.” Therefore, the first half of the verse teaches that it is 
permitted to issue a warning, and the second half teaches that it is 
in fact mandatory. 


The Gemara asks: And how does Rabbi Yishmael explain the repeti- 
tion? The Gemara answers: Since it needed to write in this verse 
both possibilities as to whether the woman was unfaithful: “And 
she be defiled,” and also: “And she be not defiled,” to teach that 
although it is uncertain whether she had become defiled, she is 
still forbidden to her husband, therefore, it is also written: “And 
he warned his wife,’ a second time. This repetition should not be 
interpreted as rendering the issuance of the warning as mandatory. 


This manner of interpreting verses is as taught by the school of 
Rabbi Yishmael, as the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught: Every 
passage in the Torah that was stated and repeated was repeated 
only for the novel element introduced therein. Although the 
Torah could have merely mentioned the element necessary to teach 
an additional halakha, one should not interpret the repetition of a 
previously mentioned matter as teaching a second additional hala- 
kha, as the style of the Torah is to repeat a passage even to teach only 
one additional halakha. In the case of the passage concerning a sota 
as well, the repetition of the warning does not teach a new halakha. 


The Gemara discusses the second dispute between Rabbi Yishmael 
and Rabbi Akiva. The baraita teaches: “And for his sister a virgin, that 
is near to him, that has had no husband, for her may he become 
impure” (Leviticus 21:3), i.e. for a priest to participate in the burial 
of his sister despite the fact that he will contract ritual impurity is 
optional; this is the statement of Rabbi Yishmael. A priest is not 
obligated to participate, but he may do so. Rabbi Akiva says: It is 
mandatory for him to do so. 


What is the reason of Rabbi Yishmael? Since it is written: “Speak 

to the priests, the sons of Aaron, and say to them: There shall 

none become impure for the dead among his people” (Leviticus 

21:1), indicating that a priest is enjoined from contact with the dead, 
it was necessary to be written: “For her may he become impure,” 
which teaches that a priest may become impure at the burial of a 

relative. 


The Gemara asks: And how does Rabbi Akiva derive that it is man- 
datory? The Gemara answers: He derives that it is permissible from 
the previous verse, which states: “Except for his kin, that is near to 
him” (Leviticus 21:2). Since it is derived that it is permitted from that 
verse, why do I need the additional verse: “For her may he become 
impure”? To teach that it is mandatory. 
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He may not become impure to bury one of her limbs — KAWA px 
mya: It is prohibited for a priest to contract ritual impurity as a 
result of burying a limb from a living relative, and it is also prohibited 
for him to bury any of his relatives’ bones. A priest is also prohibited 
from becoming ritually impure to bury the corpse of a relative if one 
of the deceased's limbs is missing, as it is permitted for a priest to 
become ritually impure only to bury a complete corpse. 

There are those who say that the prohibition against becoming 
ritually impure to bury the corpse of a relative that is missing a 
limb applies only if the limb was detached after death. If, however, 
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The Gemara asks: And how does Rabbi Yishmael explain the repeti- 
tion? The Gemara answers: He explains that the verse teaches that 
he may become impure for her, but he may not become impure 
to bury only one of her limbs." This additional verse teaches that 
a priest may become ritually impure to bury a relative only in the 
case of burying a complete body. 


HALAKHA 


the deceased was missing a limb while alive, then the priest may 
become ritually impure to bury the corpse. The Rema records an 
opinion that a priest may not become ritually impure to bury the 
corpse of a relative who was decapitated, as the corpse is missing a 
limb, and he rules that it is proper to be stringent in this matter. All 
these limitations refer to instances where there are others to tend 
to the corpse. However, for a corpse with no one available to bury it, 
a priest may become ritually impure in all cases, even in the case of 
one whois nota relative (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Evel 2:14-15; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 373:9). 


And what does Rabbi Akiva respond to this claim? The Gemara 
answers: If so, that the verse serves to render it prohibited for a 
priest to become impure to bury a limb, then let the Merciful One 
write: “And for his sister a virgin, that is near to him, that has had 
no husband, for her,’ and then be silent. Why do I need the verse 
to write: “May he become impure”? Learn from the additional 
phrase that making himself impure is mandatory. 


And how does Rabbi Yishmael explain the additional phrase? Since 


the verse wrote: “For her,’ it also wrote: “May he become impure,” 


for the same reason as was taught by the school of Rabbi Yishmael. 
As the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught: Every passage in the 
Torah that was stated and repeated, was repeated only for the 
novel element introduced therein. Therefore, it is possible that the 
verse serves to teach the halakha that a priest may not become 
impure in order to bury a limb, and that would account for the 
repetition of the phrase “may he become impure” as well. 


The Gemara discusses the third dispute between Rabbi Yishmael 
and Rabbi Akiva. The verse states: “Of them may you take your 
bondmen forever” (Leviticus 25:46), i.e., the halakha that one 
keeps his Canaanite slave forever, is optional; this is the statement 
of Rabbi Yishmael. One is not enjoined against emancipating a 
Canaanite slave, but one is permitted to keep a Canaanite slave 
forever. Rabbi Akiva says: It is mandatory, and one is prohibited 
from freeing his Canaanite slave. 


What is the reason of Rabbi Yishmael? Since it is written with 


regard to Canaanites: “You shall save alive nothing that breathes” 


(Deuteronomy 20:16), it was necessary to write: “Of them may 
you take your bondmen forever” (Leviticus 25:46), as well, in 
order to permit one from any of the other, non-Canaanite nations 
who engaged in sexual intercourse with a Canaanite woman and 
she bore him a child. This verse teaches that you are permitted to 
purchase the child as a slave, as he is not included in the mitzva 


“You shall save alive nothing that breathes” that was stated with 


regard to full-fledged Canaanites. Therefore, this verse cannot be 
teaching that it is mandatory. 


NOTES 

But he may not become impure to bury one of 
her limbs - max sayin jx: Rashi interprets 
this to mean that it is prohibited for a priest to 
become ritually impure in order to bury a limb 
detached from a living person, e.g., as a result of 
illness, amputation, or accident, as a detached 
limb from a living individual imparts impurity just 
as does a limb from a corpse. The Tosefot HaRosh 
notes that the same would be the case with regard 
to a limb from a corpse. 
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One from the nations, etc. — ^3) nA p2 7M: The 
Rambam writes that when a man from another nation 
engages in sexual intercourse with the female Canaan- 
ite slave of a Jew, their child is a Canaanite slave. By 
contrast, if a male Canaanite slave of a Jew engages in 
sexual intercourse with a gentile woman, their child is 
not a Canaanite slave. The Ra’avad, in agreement with 
Rashi, disagrees with this interpretation, based on the 
Gemara here. Apparently, the Rambam interpreted this 
passage as discussing the principles of determining 
lineage, rather than discussing the halakhot of whom 
one may own as a slave. The Kesef Mishne explains that 
the Rambam had a different text of the Gemara. The 
Lehem Mishne holds that the Rambam agrees that the 
baraita is primarily addressing the issue of whether 
one is allowed to let different Canaanite children live 
as slaves, and his conclusions with regard to lineage are 
not connected to this Gemara (Rambam Sefer Kinyan, 
Hilkhot Avadim 9:3). 


18 SOTA: PEREK I: 3B-2397’% p79 


by aw niin pa TN pa oun 
MWA ANY Ja maan ‘bin mW 
na Dy : Antb mbn arava inih 

MRA DA DIAY DNI DAVIAT 


TINKT ya rims by KIW 9379X bia» 
inp NBT AAW Ja TIN phim 
ha WRX’ anb abn 2qaya 
yo why Daye Dian ja "oa 

DS INA OMT 


aby” npay "apn DT MD py an 
aanb 2% a) riaya ona 


DPI NN- "an NYU aN 


NIPT XDD DIKI ?KPPY IN 
Ynya WX byw 22 DIMI PDI 
pasa w 


/DIMMAY INDI PY PDKYRWYIN 
11 927 nTa Pogy om D3 
bs beyaw 13737 KDT byynw 
Kby m xb JO TKW MES 

AD wn 27 brava 


This is as it is taught in a baraita: From where is it derived that in 
the case of one from any of the other, non-Canaanite nations" 
who engaged in sexual intercourse with a Canaanite woman, 
and she bore him a child, that you are permitted to purchase the 
child as a slave? The verse states: “Moreover, of the children of 
the strangers that do sojourn among you, of them may you buy’ 
(Leviticus 25:45). This verse permits the purchase of slaves from 
among those individuals who are not members of the Canaanite 
nations, even if they settle in Eretz Yisrael. 


oy 


The baraita continues: One might have thought that even in the 
case of a Canaanite man who engaged in sexual intercourse with 
a woman from one of the other nations and she bore him a child, 
that you are permitted to purchase the child as a slave, despite 
the fact that his father is a Canaanite. Therefore, the same verse 
states: “Which they have given birth to in your land,” teaching 
that one is permitted to purchase slaves only from the ones who 
are born in your land but whose paternal origins are from other 
lands, but not from the ones who already reside’ in your land, i.e., 
ones who have a Canaanite father. 


The Gemara asks: And how does Rabbi Akiva derive this halakha? 
The Gemara answers: He derives it from the words in the same 
verse: “Of them may you buy.” Once the halakha is already taught 
that one may purchase as a slave the child of a Canaanite woman 
and a man from another nation, why do I need the verse to state: 


“Ofthem may you take your bondmen forever” (Leviticus 25:46)? 


It is stated to teach that it is mandatory to enslave a Canaanite slave 
forever. 


The Gemara asks: And what does Rabbi Yishmael derive from this 
verse? The Gemara answers: “Of them may you take your bond- 
men forever,” teaches that you can enslave “of them,” but not of 
your brethren, i.e., it is prohibited to enslave a fellow Jew, even a 
slave, forever. 


The Gemara asks: And how does Rabbi Akiva derive this halakha? 
The Gemara answers: The prohibition against enslaving your 
brethren is derived from the latter phrase of the verse, where 
it is explicitly stated: “But over your brethren the children of 
Israel you shall not rule, one over another, with rigor” (Leviticus 
25:46 ). 


The Gemara asks: And what does Rabbi Yishmael derive from this 
verse? The Gemara answers: He holds that since it is written: “But 
over your brethren,” which explicitly states that it is prohibited to 
subjugate a Jew forever, it also writes with regard to Canaanites 
“of them,” but that phrase does not teach any novel halakha, 
because of the reason that was taught by the school of Rabbi 
Yishmael. As the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught: Every pas- 
sage in the Torah that was stated and repeated, was repeated only 
for the novel element introduced therein. Therefore, it is possible 
that the verse serves to teach the halakha that one may enslave 
a Canaanite forever, and that would account for the ostensibly 
superfluous phrase “of them.” 


Not from the ones who already reside, etc. — 131 0°37 p2 x»: 
The distinction is between those who were born in Eretz Yisrael 
to fathers from other nations and those children of Canaanite 
males who had resided in Eretz Yisrael. The Meiri explains that it 
was common for a husband to reside in his wife’s homeland. As 


NOTES 


women whose fathers were not Canaanites, and conversely, it was 
common for there to be children of Canaanite men who married 
non-Canaanite women. Josafot explain that this is the source of 
the principle that the genealogy of the father is the deciding factor 
in determining the lineage of gentile children. 


such, it was common for there to be children born of Canaanite 
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§ The Gemara discusses matters related to sin and sexual impropri- 
ety. Rav Hisda says: Licentious behavior in a home causes damage 
like a worm [karya]! causes damage to sesame [shumeshema]." 
And Rav Hisda says: Anger in a home" causes damage like a worm 
causes damage to sesame. The Gemara comments: Both this and 
that, i.e., that licentious behavior and anger destroy a home, were 
said with regard to the woman of the house, but with regard to 
the man, although these behaviors are improper, we do not have 
the same extreme consequences with regard to it, as the woman's 
role in the home is more significant, resulting in a more detrimental 
result if she acts improperly. 


And Rav Hisda says: Initially, before the Jewish people sinned, 
the Divine Presence resided with each and every one" of them, as 

it is stated: “For the Lord your God walks in the midst of 
your camp” (Deuteronomy 23:15). Once they sinned, the Divine 

Presence withdrew from them, as it is stated in that same verse: 

“That He see no unseemly matter in you, and turn away from you” 
(Deuteronomy 23:15), teaching that when there is an “unseemly 

matter” among the Jewish people, the Divine Presence no longer 

resides among them. 


Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani says that Rabbi Yonatan says: Any- 
one who fulfills one mitzva in this world, that mitzva precedes 
him and goes before him to the World-to-Come, as it is stated: 
“And your righteousness shall go before you, the glory of the 
Lord shall be your reward” (Isaiah 58:8). And anyone who 
commits one transgression in this world, it shrouds him and 
goes before him to the Day of Judgment, as it is stated: “The paths 


of their way do wind, they go up into the waste, and are lost” 


(Job 6:18). 


Rabbi Elazar says: The transgression is chained to him and accom- 
panies him like a dog, as it is stated concerning Joseph's refusal to 

commit adultery with the wife of Potiphar: “That he listened not 

to her, to lie by her, or to be with her” (Genesis 39:10), which is 

understood to mean: If he would agree “to lie by her” in this world, 
the result would be that he would have “to be with her” forever, as 

the transgression would accompany him to the World-to-Come. 


§ The Gemara returns to its discussion of the number of witnesses 
necessary for different elements of the process of a woman becom- 
ing a sota. We learned in a mishna elsewhere (31a) with regard to 
the credibility of one witness who testifies concerning a woman's 
infidelity: The halakha that one witness is deemed credible 
concerning defilement needs to be stated, as, by right, it should 
not have been deemed credible based on the following a fortiori 
inference: 


NOTES 


Like a worm [karya] to sesame [shumeshema] - xan NOPD: 
Rashi explains this to mean: Like a worm consuming sesame. The 
Arukh explains similarly, though he may understand karya as referring 
to decay or spoilage. Others hold that the word shumeshema refers 
to the worm itself and karya means the heat or cold that kills the 
worm (Tosefot HaRash). 


Anger in a home — x33 a7: Rashi translates this as anger, 


and the Arukh similarly defines it as strife. According to Rashi this 
means that the woman is easily angered and quarrelsome. The Meiri 


explains that a woman who is constantly angered by her husband 
may neglect her household chores. 


The Divine Presence resided with each and every one, etc. — 07 

AD THN) TIN bs By mw myw: The Meiri explains this passage in 
a general sense, that divine providence i is granted to those who act 
properly. One who transgresses loses this divine providence, and this, 
in and of itself, is a punishment for the transgression. In addition, one 
who transgresses will be judged in the World-to-Come. 


LANGUAGE 
Worm [karya] — 1: The root of this word and 
its meaning are not clear. It has been suggested 
that it is based on the Latin caries, meaning lack, 
rot, or decay. 
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And just as with regard to the first testimony concerning seclusion, 
which does not forbid her to her husband with an irrevocable 
prohibition, as the woman can be found innocent, permitting her 
again to her husband by drinking the bitter water, it is not established 
with fewer than two witnesses, as that mishna is written in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, who stated (2a) that 
testimony of two witnesses must be provided by two witnesses, then 
with regard to the final testimony concerning defilement, which 
forbids her with an irrevocable prohibition, is it not logical that it 
not be established with fewer than two witnesses? 


Therefore, to counter this derivation, the verse states: “And there is 
no witness against her” (Numbers 5:13), teaching that any testimony 
that there is against her with regard to her defilement is sufficient, 
and two witnesses are not required. 


The mishna asks: And now that it is established that one witness 
suffices to testify with regard to defilement, an a fortiori inference 
can be made with regard to the first testimony of seclusion: And 
just as with regard to the final testimony concerning defilement, 
which forbids her with an irrevocable prohibition, yet it is estab- 
lished with one witness, then with regard to the first testimony, 
which does not forbid her with an irrevocable prohibition, is it not 
logical that it should be established with only one witness? 


Therefore, to counter this derivation, the verse states: “If a man mar- 
ries a woman and lives with her and it will be that she not find favor 
in his eyes, because he has found some unseemly matter [davar] 

abouther” (Deuteronomy 24:1), and there, in the verses concerning 
the halakhot of monetary matters, it states: “By the mouth of two 

witnesses or by the mouth of three witnesses shall a matter [davar] 

be established” (Deuteronomy 19:15). This teaches that just as the 

“matter” stated there is established by the mouth of two witnesses, 
so too here, the “matter” of her seclusion must be established by the 

mouth of two witnesses. 


The Gemara asks: Is this need for two witnesses derived from: 
“Because he has found some unseemly matter about her” (Deuter- 
onomy 24:1)? It is derived from: “And there is no witness [ed] 
against her [bah]” (Numbers 5:13), which was explained to mean 
there were not two witnesses, but only one, who testified concerning 
her defilement (2a). The Gemara above (2b) derives from the term 
“bah,” which could also be understood as: With regard to it, that in 
this matter of defilement one witness suffices, but not with regard 
to the warning. And one also derives: With regard to it, but not with 
regard to the seclusion. Therefore, there must be two witnesses to 
testify about both the warning and the seclusion. The mishna should 
have given this inference as the source for requiring two witnesses 

for seclusion, and not the juxtaposition of “matter” and “matter.” 


The Gemara answers: That is also what he is saying. The mishna 
should read: The verse states: “And there is no witness against her 
[bah]; teaching that: With regard to it [bah], but not with regard 
to the warning. And one also derives: With regard to it, but not with 
regard to the seclusion. 


The Gemara comments: And with regard to defilement in general, 
without a prior warning and without witnesses to seclusion, from 
where do we derive that one witness is not deemed credible? Here 
it is stated: “Because he has found some unseemly matter about 
her” (Deuteronomy 24:1), and there it is stated: “By the mouth of 
two witnesses or by the mouth of three witnesses shall a matter be 
established” (Deuteronomy 19:15), teaching that just as the “matter” 
stated there is established by two witnesses, so too here, with regard 
to defilement it is established by two witnesses. 


The Sages taught (Tosefta 1:1): In the mishna quoted above, which 
is the first testimony? This is referring to the testimony of seclusion. 
Which is the final testimony? This is referring to the testimony of 
defilement. 
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The baraita clarifies: And what is the measure of seclusion," 
i.e., how is the seclusion of a sota defined? The measure of seclu- 
sion is equivalent to the time needed for defilement, which is 
equivalent to the time needed to perform intercourse, which 
is equivalent to the time needed to perform the initial stage of 
intercourse." 


The baraita quotes several practical examples of this period of time. 
This is equivalent to the time needed for circling a palm tree; this 
is the statement of Rabbi Yishmael. Rabbi Eliezer says: This is 
equivalent to the time needed for mixing a cup of wine with water, 
with the total volume of a quarter-log. Rabbi Yehoshua says: This 
is equivalent to the time needed to drink that cup of wine. 


The baraita quotes several more examples. Ben Azzai says: This 
is equivalent to the time needed to roast an egg." Rabbi Akiva 
says: This is equivalent to the time needed to swallow it. Rabbi 
Yehuda ben Beteira says: This is equivalent to the time needed 
to swallow three eggs one after another. Rabbi Elazar ben 
Yirmeya says: This is equivalent to the time needed for a weaver 
[gardi]' to tie a string [nima]. 


Hanin ben Pinehas says: This is equivalent to the time that a 
woman may need to extend her hand into her mouth to remove 
a wood chip from between her teeth. The Sage Peleimu’ says: 
This is equivalent to the time that she may need to extend her 
hand into a basket in order to take a loaf of bread. He adds: 
Although there is no explicit proof" from a verse for the matter, 
there is an allusion to the matter from the verse: “For on account 
of a harlot a man is brought to a loaf of bread” (Proverbs 6:26). 


The baraita stated that the measure of seclusion is equivalent to 
the time needed for defilement, which is equivalent to the time 
needed to perform sexual intercourse, which is equivalent to the 
time needed to perform the initial stage of intercourse, and it 
added nine practical examples of that length of time. The Gemara 
asks: And why do I need all these times when one should have 
sufficed? 


The Gemara answers: All three are necessary, as if the baraita 
taught only: Equivalent to the time needed for defilement, I 
would say that the measure is equivalent to the time for her 
defilement and her appeasement, i.e., the amount of time needed 
to convince her to engage in sexual intercourse. Therefore, the 
baraita teaches us that the measure is equivalent to the time 
needed to perform sexual intercourse alone. 


And if the baraita taught only: The measure of seclusion is equiva- 
lent to the time needed to perform sexual intercourse, I would 
say that the measure is equivalent to the time needed for the 
completion of the act of intercourse. Therefore, the baraita 
teaches us that the measure is equivalent to the time needed to 
perform the initial stage of intercourse. 


And if the baraita taught only: The measure of seclusion is equiva- 
lent to the time needed to perform the initial stage ofintercourse, 
I would say that the measure is equivalent to the time needed to 
perform the initial stage of intercourse and her appeasement." 
Therefore, the baraita teaches us that the measure is equiva- 
lent to the time needed for defilement, which does not include 
appeasement. The baraita concludes by offering a practical 
measure: And what is the measure of the equivalent amount 
of time needed to perform the initial stage of intercourse? It 
is equivalent to the time needed for circling a palm tree. Other 
Sages then offered their own practical examples. 


HALAKHA 


Measure of seclusion - TN YW: The seclusion of a sota 
is defined as when witnesses see a woman secluded with 
a man with whom her husband had warned her not to be 
secluded. The duration of the seclusion is the time needed 
for defilement, which is equivalent to the time required for 
roasting and swallowing an egg. This ruling is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, whose opinion is accepted 
when he is involved in a dispute with others (Rambam Sefer 
Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 1:2; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 178:4). 


NOTES 

Equivalent to the time needed to perform the initial 
stage of intercourse — AWI "Ta: Rashi here defines the 
initial stage of intercourse as the initial contact between 
the male and female sexual organs. Most commentaries, 
however, accept the opposing opinion in tractate Yevamot 
(55b), which defines the initial stage of intercourse as the 
insertion of the corona. 


To roast an egg - 1° nibyd: In the Jerusalem Talmud the 
expression used is: Equivalent to the time needed to roll an 
egg, which involves roasting an egg slightly to the point 
where it will roll easily. This is a more precise measurement 
of time than that of the time needed to roast an egg. 


Although there is no explicit proof, etc. - pxw 5 by qx 
D mgY: This phrase, which is found in several places in 
the Talmud, indicates that the quoted verse cannot serve 
as a definitive proof, as it does not relate directly to the 
matter under discussion. However, the verse does present 
a verbal linkage or an association in meaning to the matter 
and is worth noting. 


| would say the equivalent to the time needed to per- 
form the initial stage of intercourse and her appease- 
ment — FUSS TTT TD MP TT: Tosafot cite the 
Jerusalem Talmud, where it is explicitly stated that all these 
measures of time refer only to the time necessary for the 
defilement itself. As such, one must add the measure of 
ime needed for the woman to remove her undergarments. 
tis discussed in the Torat HaKenaot whether this should be 
understood as disagreeing with the measures stated here 
in that it requires additional time, or whether it may be 
hat the Babylonian Talmud is discussing a case where her 
undergarments had been removed prior to the seclusion, 
and therefore only the actual time needed for the act of 
sexual intercourse itself is listed. 


LANGUAGE 
Weaver [gardi] — 113: From the Greek yépd16c, gerdios, 
meaning weaver. 


String [nima] - 
ing string. 


KD: From the Greek vua, nēma, mean- 


PERSONALITIES 

Peleimu — ws: The Sage Peleimu was one of the prized 
students of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, and in several instances 
he is quoted as asking his teacher brilliant questions. Sev- 
eral of his statements are recorded in baraitot, where he 
often disagrees with Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Shimon, 
another student of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. There are also 
a number of narratives in the Talmud describing his great 
righteousness. 
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BACKGROUND 
Shall stand [teiku] - 17: Various explanations have been 
offered with regard to the etymology of this term. One 
explanation is that the word is an abbreviated form of 


the word tikom, meaning let it stand. Another explana- 


tion is that its source is the word tik, meaning a case or 
pouch. Just as upon seeing a case or pouch one is unsure 
of its contents, so too, the word teiku is used in a situation 
where a resolution is unknown to us, as if the solution 
were hidden inside a case (Arukh). Although not the literal 
meaning, some suggest that the term teiku is an allusion 
to the acrostic for the phrase: The Tishbite, i.e., Elijah the 
prophet, will resolve questions and dilemmas (Tosefot Yom 
Tov). This is in reference to the tradition that when Elijah 
returns to the Jewish people to herald the advent of the 
Messiah he will also reveal the solutions to outstanding 
halakhic difficulties. 
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And the Gemara raises a contradiction from a different baraita 
( Tosefta 1:2): The verse states: “And she was defiled secretly” 
(Numbers 5:13), and we have not heard what is the measure of 
seclusion. When it says in that verse: “And she was defiled 
secretly,” you must say that the measure of seclusion is equivalent 
to the time needed for defilement, which is equivalent to the 
time needed to perform sexual intercourse, which is equivalent 
to the time needed to perform the initial stage of intercourse, 
which is equivalent to the time needed for the returning of a 
palm tree; this is the statement of Rabbi Eliezer. 


The baraita continues: Rabbi Yehoshua says: This is equivalent 
to the time needed for mixing a cup of wine with water, with the 
total volume of a quarter-log. Ben Azzai says: This is equivalent 
to the time needed to drink that cup of wine. Rabbi Akiva says: 
This is equivalent to the time needed to roast an egg. Rabbi 
Yehuda ben Beteira says: This is equivalent to the time needed 
to swallow it. 


The Gemara now addresses several contradictions between this 
baraita and the one quoted earlier. The Gemara first comments: 
It might enter our mind to say that circling a palm tree is the 
same as the returning ofa palm tree. The Gemara asks: There, in 
the first baraita, Rabbi Yishmael says it is equivalent to the time 
needed for circling a palm tree and Rabbi Eliezer disagreed 
with him, while here, in the second baraita, Rabbi Eliezer himself 
says it is equivalent to the time needed for the returning of a 
palm tree; doesn’t this contradict what he stated in the previous 
baraita? 


To resolve this contradiction, Abaye says: These measures are not 
the same, as circling is referring to the amount of time it takes for 
one to circle a palm tree by foot, and returning is referring to the 
amount of time it takes for a palm branch blown by the wind to 
revert to its prior position. 


Rav Ashi asks: This returning of the palm branch by the wind, is 

this the time only so that it goes forward with the wind and 

returns to its place one time, not including the time it is still mov- 
ing back and forth due to the wind? Or perhaps it is the time so 

that it goes forward with the wind and comes back and returns 

until it settles in its place. The Gemara states: The question shall 

stand’ unresolved. 


The Gemara presents another contradiction. There, in the first 
baraita, Rabbi Eliezer says: This is equivalent to the time needed 
for pouring a cup of wine. Here, in the second baraita, he says: 
This is equivalent to the time needed for the returning of a palm 
tree. The Gemara answers: This and that are one, i.e., the same, 
measure. 


The Gemara presents another contradiction. There, in the first 
baraita, Rabbi Yehoshua says: This is equivalent to the time 
needed for drinking a cup of wine. Here, in the second baraita, 
he says: This is equivalent to the time needed for mixing a cup 
of wine. The Gemara answers: Say that he requires both together, 
i.e., he requires an amount of time equivalent to the time needed 
to both mix and drink a cup of wine. The Gemara asks: Instead 
of combining the measures, why not let us say that this and that 
are one measure? The Gemara answers: If so, this is the same as 
the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer in the first baraita, with whom Rabbi 
Yehoshua disagrees. 


The Gemara presents another contradiction. There, in the first 
baraita, ben Azzai says: This is equivalent to the time needed to 
roast an egg. Here, in the second baraita, he says: This is equiva- 
lent to the time needed to drink a cup of wine. The Gemara 
answers: This and that are one measure. 
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The Gemara presents another contradiction. There, in the first 
baraita, Rabbi Akiva says: This is equivalent to the time needed 
to swallow an egg. Here, in the second baraita, he says: This is 
equivalent to the time needed to roast an egg. The Gemara 
answers: Say that he requires both together, i.e., he requires an 
amount of time equivalent to the time needed to roast an egg and 
to swallow it. The Gemara asks: Instead of combining the mea- 
sures, why not let us say that this and that are one measure? The 
Gemara answers: If so, this is the same as the opinion of ben Azzai 
in the first baraita, with whom Rabbi Akiva disagrees. 


The Gemara presents another contradiction. There, in the first 

baraita, Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira says: This is equivalent to the 

time needed to swallow three eggs one after another. Here, in 

the second baraita, he says: This is equivalent to the time needed 

to swallow an egg, meaning one egg. The Gemara answers: In the 

first baraita, he did not state his own opinion, but stated his opin- 
ion in accordance with the statement of Rabbi Akiva, who stated 

that one measures according to the time needed for roasting and 

swallowing. Rabbi Yehoshua responded: Say instead the measure 

of the time needed for swallowing alone, i.e., an amount of time 

equivalent to the time needed to swallow three eggs one after 
another, which is equal to the amount of time necessary for roast- 
ing and swallowing, and therefore Rabbi Akiva would not need 

to include roasting in the measurement. 


The Gemara discusses an opinion cited in the first baraita. Rabbi 
Elazar ben Yirmeya says: This is equivalent to the time needed 
for a weaver to tie a string. Rav Ashi asks: Is this speaking of 
where the ends of the string to be tied are far apart from each 
other, or is it speaking of where they are near"? to each other? 
The Gemara states: The question shall stand unresolved. 


The Gemara discusses another opinion cited in the first baraita. 
Hanin ben Pinehas says: This is equivalent to the time that a 
woman may need to extend her hand into her mouth to remove 
a wood chip from between her teeth. Rav Ashi asks: Is this speak- 
ing of a case where the wood chip is stuck between her teeth, or 
is it speaking of a case where it is not stuck? The Gemara states: 
The question shall stand unresolved. 


The Gemara discusses another opinion cited in the first baraita. 
Peleimu says: This is equivalent to the time that a woman may 
need to extend her hand into a basket in order to take a loaf of 
bread. Rav Ashi asks: Is this speaking of an occasion where the 
loaf adheres to the basket, or is it speaking of a case where it does 
not adhere? Is this speaking of a case where the basket is new, 
whereby the tips of the shoots forming the basket might restrain 
the loaf, or this speaking of where the basket is old and smooth, 
enabling easy removal? Is this speaking of a case where the loaf is 
hot and therefore softer and may adhere to the basket, or is this 
speaking of a case where the loaf is cold and easily removed? 


Is this speaking of a case where the loaf is made of wheat, which 
is slippery and takes longer to remove, or is this speaking of a case 
where the loaf is made of barley, which is easily removed? Is this 
speaking of a case where the loaf is soft, so that it may catch upon 
the side of the basket, or a case where the loaf is hard, where this 
is not a concern? The Gemara states: These questions shall stand 
unresolved. 


NOTES 

Where the ends are far or where they are near — 
2927 ix PIV: Tosafot explain that Rav Ashi does 
not ask about the thickness of the palm tree to be cir- 
cled or the size of the egg to be roasted, as they were 
already compared to other measures in the baraita. 
Tosefot HaRash explains that in all cases it refers to 
an average-sized item. The Ya'avetz notes that since 
the word used here to describe the palm tree, dekel, 
refers specifically to a large palm, as a small palm 
tree is called by another name, there was no need to 
clarify further. Others explain that there was no need 
to clarify further because the palm is thick enough 
that it must be circled by foot (Meromei Sadeh). 


BACKGROUND 


Where the ends are far or where they are near — 
21727 i PV": Since all the estimates of time 
for defilement are extremely short, the difference 
between them can be a matter of seconds. There- 
fore, it was necessary to attempt to give as precise 
a measure as possible, leading to these very specific 
questions. 


ATN: SOTA: PEREKI:4B 23 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


PERSONALITIES 


Ben Azzai — *xty ya: This is Shimon ben Azzai, one of the 
tanna‘im in Yavne. Shimon ben Azzai was never ordained, 
which is why he is called by his name alone, without a 
title. He is usually referred to simply as ben Azzai. He was 
considered one of the outstanding Sages and his wisdom 
was celebrated for many generations. Apparently, he did not 
study Torah in his youth until he met Rabbi Akiva's daughter. 
She promised to marry him if he studied Torah. Consequently, 
he went to study with Rabbi Yehoshua and Rabbi Yishmael 
and was the primary student and even a disciple-colleague 
of Rabbi Akiva, whom he considered to be the preeminent 
Sage of his generation. It is unclear whether he never married 
or whether he married Rabbi Akiva's daughter and left her 
a short time later due to his overwhelming desire to study 
Torah. He completely devoted himself to the study of Torah, 
as can be seen in the mishna (49a), which says: Since ben 
Azzai died, there are no more diligent people. His statements 
can be found in the Mishna and in the Gemara. Apparently, 
he had several disciples in Tiberias, his city of residence. Ben 
Azzai engaged in the study of esoterica and is one of the four 
who entered the mystical orchard, as recorded in tractate 
Hagiga (14b), where it states that upon doing so, ben Azzai 
glimpsed at the Divine Presence and died. The verse: “Pre- 
cious in the sight of the Lord is the death of His pious ones” 
(Psalms 16:15), was quoted in reference to his death. 


NOTES 


As if he engaged in sexual intercourse with a prostitute, 
etc. — 1D) Tt WN by Ka Toya: Tosefot HaRash explains this 
analogy by noting that one who eats without washing his 
hands fulfills his desire without forethought, as does one who 
engages in sexual intercourse with a prostitute. The Maharal 
offers another connection between the two by noting that 
both eating without washing one's hands and engaging 
in forbidden sexual relations are forms of benefiting from 
the world without first sanctifying oneself, by washing one's 
hands in the one case and by betrothal in the other. 


Anyone who treats the ritual of washing hands with con- 
tempt- 07 nba thins bp: Rashi explains this to refer to 
someone who never washes his hands before eating. This is 
also indicated in the Gemara in tractate Shabbat (62a), which 
refers to one who does not wash his hands at all. By contrast, 
the She'iltot deRav Ahai Gaon presents an alternative text of 
that Gemara that indicates that it refers even to one who only 
occasionally washes his hands before eating. 


Lest the water advance, etc. — 131 O27 IX¥? KAW: Rashi 
explains that this baraita is based on a mishna in tractate 
Yadayim (2:3) that states that one must wash his hands twice: 
One washes the first time in order to remove the impurity 
rom his hands, as the Sages decreed that one’s hands up to 
he wrist are ritually impure. Afterward one washes his hands 
again to wash away the impure water remaining on the 
hands from the initial washing. The mishna there continues 
hat if one did not wash his hands a second time, or if he 
washed a second time but the water did not reach all the 
parts of his hand that remained wet from the initial water, 
hen if the water remaining from the first washing were to 
ouch his hand beneath the wrist, his hands would once 
again become impure. Accordingly, Rashi explains the baraita 
quoted here that one must lift up his hands so that the initial 
waters do not again touch his hands. Tosefot HaRosh and 
Rabbi Shimshon of Saens note that the water of the second 
washing will not purify the water beyond the wrist even if it 
reaches to there. 

The Ra’avad, in his commentary on tractate Yadayim, notes 
that the halakhot of washing the hands are based not only 
on impurity but also on cleanliness. One must wash twice 
because the first washing cleans the hands and the second 
clears away any dirt remaining from the first washing. Raising 
the hands thereby ensures that the dirt beneath the wrist will 
not dirty the hands a second time. 
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The Gemara notes: Rav Yitzhak bar Rav Yosef says that Rabbi 
Yohanan says: Each and every one of these Sages who presented 
an opinion with regard to the time needed for the initial stage 
of intercourse estimated based on himself, i.e., based on his 
own experience. The Gemara asks: But there is ben Azzai,’ 
who did not marry, so how could he estimate based on his own 
experience? 


The Gemara answers: If you wish, say that he was married and 
separated from his wife. And if you wish, say that he heard from 
his teacher. And if you wish, say his knowledge can be under- 
stood based on the verse: “The counsel of the Lord is with them 
that fear Him” (Psalms 25:14), teaching that those who fear God 
are privy to knowledge beyond their personal experience. 


§ Having quoted an allusion from the verse: “For on account of a 
harlot a man is brought to a loaf of bread” (Proverbs 6:26), the 
Gemara offers another interpretation of that verse. Rav Avira 
interpreted a verse homiletically; there were times he said this 
interpretation in the name of Rabbi Ami and there were times 
he said it in the name of Rabbi Asi: Concerning anyone who eats 
bread without washing his hands, it is as if he engaged in sexual 
intercourse with a prostitute," as it is stated: “For on account of 
a harlot a man is brought to a loaf of bread.” 


Rava said: This phrase: “For on account of a harlot a man is 
brought to a loaf of bread,” is not how the verse would present 
this idea. It should have stated: “On account of a loaf a man is 
brought to a harlot.” Rather, Rava says the verse should be inter- 
preted as follows: Anyone who engages in sexual intercourse 
with a harlot will eventually be reduced to poverty and beg 
people for a loaf of bread. 


The Gemara continues its discussion of washing hands. Rabbi 
Zerika says that Rabbi Elazar says: Anyone who treats the ritual 
of washing hands with contempt is uprooted from the world. 
Rav Hiyya bar Ashi says that Rav says: With regard to the first 
water, i.e., the water used when washing one’s hands before a meal, 
one must raise" his hands upward after washing. With regard to 
the last water, i.e., the water used when washing one’s hands at the 
conclusion of the meal before reciting Grace after Meals, one must 
lower" his hands downward. This distinction is also taught in a 
baraita (Tosefta, Yadayim 2:2): One who washes his hands before 
a meal must raise his hands upward after washing, lest the water 
advance" past the joint onto the part of the hands that he was not 
required to wash, becoming impure, and then return to the area 
he had washed, rendering his hands ritually impure. 


HALAKHA 


Anyone who treats the ritual of washing hands with con- 
tempt - wY nyoa Dbm bs: One must be careful with 
washing hands, as one who treats this ritual with contempt 
is uprooted from this world. The Sages also said that such a 
person should be punished by excommunication, and he will 
eventually become impoverished (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
158:9). 


With regard to the first water one must raise, etc. — 0° 
nai TTY PAS DWRN: After washing with the first water, 
one must raise his hands so that the water does not run past 
the wrist and return to render the hands impure. This applies 
only to one who does not wash the entire hand up to the wrist. 
The Rema notes that some hold that this applies even if one 
washes his entire hand up to the wrist. He also writes that if one 
keeps his hands directed downward while washing and does 
not raise them, or if one washes his hands three times, then 
there is no concern, and one need not raise his hands. Other 


later authorities question the efficacy of directing the hands 
downward. The Shulhan Arukh writes that if the amount of the 
initial water poured on his hands was a quarter-/og, there is no 
need to raise one’s hands. There is also no need to raise one’s 
hands in the event that one washed his hands in a ritual bath or 
a river. Since there are many circumstances in which one need 
not raise his hands, many were not meticulous to observe this 
custom. However, because raising one’s hands has a basis in a 
verse, it is proper that one observe this ritual ab initio. This is the 
custom in Sephardic communities. However, those who do not 
do so but rather wash with a quantity equal to a full quarter-log 
should be considered as acting properly (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Berakhot 6:16; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 162:1). 


With regard to the last water one must lower, etc. - 0° 
shou ‘pry Dan: After washing following a meal, one’s 
fingertips must be directed downward (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Berakhot 6:16; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 181:5). 
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Rabbi Abbahu says: Anyone who eats bread without wiping 
his hands" dry after washing them causes the bread to become 
repulsive and is considered as if he were eating impure bread, 
since the verse refers to repulsive bread as impure bread, as it is 
stated: “And the Lord said: Even thus shall the children of 
Israel eat their bread unclean among the nations where I will 
drive them” (Ezekiel 4:13). Eating bread with wet hands causes 
the bread to become repulsive. The verse deems eating in an 
uncouth manner, as did the gentiles among whom the Jewish 
people were exiled, as akin to eating ritually impure bread. 


Q The Gemara now continues the interpretation of the above 
quoted verse: “For on account of a harlot a man is brought 
to a loaf of bread” (Proverbs 6:26). The Gemara asks: And 
what is the meaning of the continuation of the verse: “But the 
adulteress hunts for the precious life”? Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba 
says that Rabbi Yohanan says: Any person who has arrogance 
within him will eventually stumble by sinning with an adult- 
eress, as it is stated: “But the adulteress hunts for the precious 
life,” i.e., she sins with one who considers himself precious. 


Rava said: This phrase: “The precious life,” is not how the verse 
would present this idea. It should have stated: An arrogant life." 
And further, it should have stated: A precious life, she hunts for 
the adulteress, indicating that the precious soul will entrap the 
adulteress, and not vice versa, as the verse indicates as written. 
Rather, Rava says that the verse should be interpreted as follows: 
Anyone who engages in sexual intercourse with an adulteress, 
even if that man studied Torah, about which it is written: “She 
is more precious than rubies [ peninim]” (Proverbs 3:15), which, 
based on its etymological connection with the Hebrew term for 
the Holy of Holies, lifnai velifnim, is interpreted by the Sages 
to mean that one who studies Torah is more precious than a 
High Priest, who enters the innermost sanctum, still, this 
transgression of adultery will entrap him into the judgment 
of Gehenna, and the Torah he studied will not be able to save 
him. 


Rabbi Yohanan says in the name of Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai: 

Any person who has arrogance within him is considered as if 
he were an idol worshipper,’ as it is written here: “Everyone 

that is proud in heart is an abomination to the Lord” (Proverbs 

16:5), and it is written there concerning the destruction of idols: 

“And you shall not bring an abomination into your house” 
(Deuteronomy 7:26). 


And Rabbi Yohanan said his own statement: Any person who 
has arrogance within him is considered as if he has denied the 
core belief in God’s existence, as it is stated: “Then your heart 
be lifted up, and you forget the Lord your God” (Deuteronomy 
8:14). 


Rabbi Hama bar Hanina says: Any person who has arrogance 

within him is considered as if he engaged in sexual intercourse 

with all of those with whom relations are forbidden, as it is 

written here: “Everyone who is proud in heart is an abomina- 
tion to the Lord” (Proverbs 16:5), and it is written there, at the 

end of the passage concerning forbidden sexual relationships: 
“For all these abominations have the men of the land done” 
(Leviticus 18:27). 


Ulla says: Any person who has arrogance within him is consid- 
ered as if he built a personal altar"? for idol worship, as it is 
stated: “Cease you from man, in whose nostrils there is breath, 
for how little [bammeh] is he to be accounted” (Isaiah 2:22), 
referring to an arrogant person. Do not read the verse as it is 
written, bammeh, how little. Rather, read it as bama, altar. 


HALAKHA 


Anyone who eats bread without wiping his hands — bs 
oy 133 xba np Sone: After washing one’s hands for bread, 
one must dry them before eating. One who eats without dry- 
ing his hands is considered as if he were eating impure bread, 
as noted in the Gemara. In the Shulhan Arukh it states that if 
one would wash his hands in a manner where there is no pos- 
sibility of his hands becoming impure, e.g., if he dipped them 
in a ritual bath or poured on them a large amount of water, 
equal to or greater than a quarter-/og, then there is no need to 
dry one's hands afterward. The Maharshal, however, disagrees, 
explaining that the primary reason one must dry his hands is 
not due to concerns of impurity but to the repulsiveness of 
eating wet bread. Therefore, the requirement to dry one's hands 
applies even when there is no possibility of the hands becom- 
ing impure. See the discussion of this issue in the Mishna Berura 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Berakhot 6:20; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 158:12—13). 


NOTES §=———____———_ 
Anyone who eats bread without wiping his hands — bs 
oy 132 xha na Dinn: Rashi explains that touching bread 
with wet hands causes the food to become repulsive, which 
is akin to impurity. Rabbeinu Hananel adds that wet hands 
moisten the food and consequently make it susceptible to 
contracting ritual impurity, as food does not contract impurity 
unless first moistened by one of the seven liquids, one of which 
is water. 


It should have stated: An arrogant life - mb WDA TT WI: 
The Maharsha explains that an arrogant person is one who is 
excessively concerned with his appearance, who dresses in 
fancy clothing, and who adorns himself with jewelry. This type 
of person eventually entraps women, as exemplified by the 
biblical narrative about Joseph (see Rashi on Genesis 39:6). 


As if he were an idol worshipper - n% nTiay Tay toga: The 
Tanya explains at length that idolatry is essentially the attribu- 
tion of independent significance to an entity, separating it from 
its place within God's world. Similarly, an arrogant individual 
essentially turns his own personality into a form of idolatry by 
attributing significance to his successes. 


As if he built a personal altar - 7723 ma Iya: The Maharal 
explains that the arrogant individual separates himself from 
others, as he places himself on a pedestal, and he is therefore 
likened to one who has built an altar to himself. The Maharsha 
notes that the word used here for altar, bama, is used in the 
Bible in reference to a high place, and therefore is used here as 
a metaphor for one who views himself as higher than others. 


BACKGROUND 
As if he built a personal altar - 7723 ma toga: While some 
early commentaries interpret this to refer to an altar for idol 
worship, Rashi in tractate Yevamot (109b) understands it to 
mean building an altar to worship God at a time when such 
altars are forbidden. 


Reconstruction of a Jewish altar found in Tel Be'er Sheva, Israel 


STATNI: SOTA : PEREK I: 4B 


25 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


NOTES 
Just as Abraham our forefather, etc. - W3% OTK 
"131: The reference to Abraham is interpreted by the Meiri 
as referring to one who does great deeds and publicly 


spreads the message of God's greatness, as was done by 
Abraham. 


Perek | 
Daf5 Amuda 


HALAKHA 


The warning of the arrogant - my7 Db mm: The 
proper path is that one not only be modest, but one should 
conduct himself with great humility. An arrogant person is 
like one who denies the very existence of God. One who 
is even a little bit arrogant should be excommunicated 
(Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Deot 2:3). 


NOTES —————————— 
Then your heart be lifted up and you forget - yan on 
anwy: The Smag counts this verse as an independent 
prohibition, prohibiting one from being arrogant due to 
his wealth, as this will lead to forgetting God. By contrast, 
the Ramban holds that this is not an independent prohibi- 
tion, but it is rather a detail within the general prohibition 
against forgetting God, as arrogance is a trait that results 
in forgetting God. 
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Having interpreted the phrase: “Everyone who is proud in heart is 
an abomination to the Lord” (Proverbs 16:5), the Gemara inter- 
prets the continuation of the verse. What is the meaning of: “Hand 
to hand, he shall not be unpunished” (Proverbs 16:5)? Rav says: 
Anyone who engages in sexual intercourse with an adulteress, 
even ifhe were to have attributed possession of heaven and earth 
to the Holy One, Blessed be He, just as Abraham our forefather" 
did, that it is written with regard to him: “I have lifted up my 
hand to the Lord, God Most High, Maker of heaven and earth” 
(Genesis 14:22), he will not be unpunished from the judgment 
of Gehenna. Abraham is described as one whose hands were lifted 
to declare the glory of God, yet this verse declares that even if one 
who engaged in forbidden sexual intercourse were to use his hands 
in the same way, still, due to his sin, the verse says: “He shall not be 
unpunished” 


This interpretation poses a difficulty to the Sages of the school 
of Rabbi Sheila: This phrase: “Hand to hand, he shall not be 
unpunished,” is not how the verse would present this idea. It 
should have stated: My hand, as that is the term employed in 
the verse with regard to Abraham. 


Rather, the Sages of the school of Rabbi Sheila say: This teaches 
that even if one who engages in sexual intercourse with an adulter- 
ess had received the Torah from the hand of God like Moses our 
teacher did, that it is written with regard to him: “At His right 
hand was a fiery law unto them” (Deuteronomy 33:2), i.e., God 
gave the Torah from His right hand into the hand of Moses in order 
to give to the Jewish people, the sinner will not be unpunished 
from the judgment of Gehenna. 


This interpretation also poses a difficulty to Rabbi Yohanan: This 
phrase “hand to hand” is not how the verse would present this 
idea. It should have stated: Hand from hand, as that is the term 
employed in the verse with regard to Moses. 


Rather Rabbi Yohanan says: 


Even if the one who committed adultery performs charitable 
deeds secretly, as alluded to in the phrase “hand to hand,” and 
even if one might think that one who does so will go unpunished, 
as it is written with regard to charity of this kind: “A gift in secret 
pacifies wrath” (Proverbs 21:14), nevertheless, he will not be 
unpunished from the judgment of Gehenna. 


§ The Gemara previously discussed the impropriety of the trait of 
arrogance. Now the Gemara discusses the source ofits prohibition. 
From where is the warning derived, i.e., what is the source prohib- 
iting the behavior of the arrogant?" Rava says that Zeeiri says: 
The source is from the verse: “Hear, you, and give ear, be not 
proud, for the Lord has spoken” (Jeremiah 13:15). Rav Nahman 
bar Yitzhak said the warning is from here: “Then your heart be 
lifted up, and you forget" the Lord your God” (Deuteronomy 
8:14), and it is also written in that same passage: “Beware lest you 
forget the Lord your God” (Deuteronomy 8:11). 


The Gemara explains: And these sources are in accordance with a 
statement that Rabbi Avin says that Rabbi Ile’a says, as Rabbi 
Avin says that Rabbi Ile’a says: Wherever it is stated in a verse 


“beware,” “lest,” or “not,” this is nothing other than a prohibition. 


Since these verses employ these terms in the context of one who is 
arrogant, they serve as sources for the prohibition. 
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Rav Avira interpreted the following verse homiletically: “They are 
exalted for a little while, and they are gone; yes, they are brought low, 
they are gathered in as all others, and wither as the tops of the husks” 
(Job 24:24). There were times when he said this interpretation in 
the name of Rav Asi and there were times when he said it in the 
name of Rav Ami: Any person who has arrogance within him will 
ultimately be diminished in standing, as it is stated in the phrase: 
“They are exalted for a little while,” indicating that one who raises 
himself above others will be exalted only briefly. And lest you say that 
even if he is diminished he will still exist in this world and live a full 
life, the verse states: “And they are gone,” indicating that they die 
before their time. 


He continues the interpretation: Butifhe repents from his arrogance, 
he is gathered in death at his proper time like Abraham our fore- 
father, as it is stated: “Yes, they are brought low, they are gathered 
in as all [kakkol] others” (Job 24:24), indicating that when he 
repents from his arrogance he will die like Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, 
as it is written about them that they were blessed with the term “all,” 
as in the verse above. With regard to Abraham, the verse states: “And 
the Lord had blessed Abraham in all things [bakkol]” (Genesis 24:1). 
With regard to Isaac, the verse states: “And I have eaten of all [mikkol]” 
(Genesis 27:33). With regard to Jacob, the verse states: “And because 
I have all [khol]” (Genesis 33:11). And if one does not repent, then, 
the verse in Job continues: “And wither like the tops of the husk.” 


The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of the phrase “and wither like 
the tops of the husks”? Rav Huna and Rav Hisda offered differing 
interpretations. One says that it means: Like the awn’ of bristle-like 
growth on the top of the husk, and one says that it means: Like the 
husk itself. The Gemara comments: Granted, according to the one 
who says: Like the awn of bristle-like growth on the top of the husk," 
that is that which is written in the verse: “And wither like the tops 
of the husks,” since this awn is on the top of the husk. But according 
to the one who says: Like the husk itself, what is the meaning of the 
expression “and wither like the tops of the husks”? Rav Asi says, and 
similarly the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught: This can be explained 
by way of an analogy to a person who enters into his field, as he 
gathers the taller stalks before the shorter ones. The verse is therefore 
referring to the tallest stalks, not the tops of the stalks. 


The Gemara continues the discussion of arrogance, and its converse, 
humility. The verse states: “For thus says the High and Lofty One 
that inhabits eternity, whose name is Holy: I dwell in the high and 
holy place, also with him that is of a contrite and humble spirit, to 
revive the spirit of the humble, and to revive the heart of the contrite 
ones” (Isaiah 57:15). Rav Huna and Rav Hisda offered differing 
interpretations of this verse. One says that the verse means: Together 
with Me is the person who is contrite and humble. In other words, 
God elevates the humble. And one says that the verse means: I, God, 
descend, and am found together with the person who is contrite’ and 
humble. 


The Gemara comments on this: And it stands to reason that the 
meaning of the verse is like the one who says: I am with the contrite 
person, as the Holy One, Blessed be He, disregarded all of the 
mountains and hills, and rested His Divine Presence on the lowly 
Mount Sinai, and He did not choose to raise Mount Sinai up 
toward Him. God chose to give the Torah on Mount Sinai, as it was 
a symbol of humility due to its lack of height, and He lowered His 
Divine Presence, as it were, to the mountain. 


Rav Yosef says: A person should always learn proper behavior 
from the wisdom of his Creator, as the Holy One, Blessed be He, 
disregarded all of the mountains and hills and rested His Divine 
Presence on the lowly Mount Sinai. And similarly, when appearing 
to Moses, He disregarded all of the beautiful trees and rested His 
Divine Presence on the bush (Exodus 3:2). 


BACKGROUND 
Awn — XDXD: 


Awn at top of wheat stalk 


NOTES 

Like the awn on the top of the husk - KDXD 3 
xmbawn: The Maharal explains that just as the 
awn onthe top of the husk appears to be primarily 
decorative and does not contribute to the nutritive 
value of the stalk, so too, an arrogant person has no 
real internal substance but merely presents himself 
as one worthy of esteem. 


| am with the contrite - X37 n% 3X: This verse 
also serves as a directive to people that they should 
emulate God and associate themselves with the 
contrite and humble (Maharsha). One who does 
so finds himself in the company of God (Meiri). 
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NOTES 
To hew him down as a tree designated for idolatry - 
TPN ipa: The Maharsha explains that this specific 
simile is used because a tree designated for idolatry 
must not only be hewn down, but it also must be 
uprooted and totally destroyed. 


The elevated sees the elevated — mjia NY 7x17 A133: 
Beyond the straightforward explanation that one who 
is tall looks opposite himself and sees those of the same 
height, Rashi and others explain that customarily, one 
who is part of high society interacts only with those of 
similar stature, and he does not show honor to those 
considered less respected than he. 


A slight wind disturbs him — imiy xyryp m: The 
Ben Yehoyada explains that the verse also alludes to the 
fact that an arrogant person is disturbed by even the 
slightest of insults. 
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Rabbi Elazar says: Concerning any person who has arrogance 
within him, it is fitting to hew him down, as a tree designated 
for idolatry [asheira]" is hewn down, as it is written here with 
regard to the arrogant: “And the high ones of stature shall be 
hewn down [gedu’im]” (Isaiah 10:33), and it is written there 
with regard to trees designated for idolatry: “And hew down 
[teggade’un] their trees worshipped as part of idolatrous rites 
[asheireihem]” (Deuteronomy 7:5). 


And Rabbi Elazar also says: Concerning any person who 
has arrogance within him, his dust, i.e., his remains in his 
grave, will not stir at the time of the resurrection of the dead, 
as it is stated: “Awake and sing for joy, you who dwell in the 
dust” (Isaiah 26:19). It is not stated: You who lie in the dust, 
which would indicate that all the dead will be awakened in the 
future, but rather: “You who dwell in the dust,’ indicating that 
only one who became a neighbor to the dust in his lifetime 
by living with extreme humility will stir at the time of the 
resurrection. 


And Rabbi Elazar says: Concerning any person who has arro- 
gance within him, the Divine Presence wails over him. As it is 
stated: “For though the Lord is high, yet regards He the lowly, 
and from the haughty He is pained from afar” (Psalms 138:6). 


Rav Avira interpreted a verse homiletically, and some say that 
Rabbi Elazar interpreted as follows: Come and see that the 
attribute of the Holy One, Blessed be He, is not like the attri- 
bute of flesh and blood. The attribute of flesh and blood is that 
the elevated sees the elevated," but the elevated does not see 
the lowly. But the attribute of the Holy One, Blessed be He, 
is not like that. He is elevated but sees specifically the lowly, 
as it is stated: “For though the Lord is high, yet regards He 
the lowly” (Psalms 138:6). 


Rav Hisda says, and some say that Mar Ukva says: Concerning 
any person who has arrogance within him, the Holy One, 
Blessed be He, said: He and I cannot dwell together in the 
world, as it is stated: “He who slanders his neighbor in secret, 
him will I destroy; he who is haughty of eye and proud ofheart, 
him will I not suffer [oto lo ukhal]” (Psalms 101:5-6). These 
verses should be understood as follows: Do not read the verse 
as: “Oto lo ukhal”; rather, read it as: Itto lo ukhal, meaning, with 
him, I cannot bear to dwell. There are those who teach that this 
was stated with regard to those who speak slander because the 
beginning of the verse states: “He who slanders his neighbor in 
secret, him will I destroy.” 


Rabbi Alexandri says: Concerning any person who has arro- 
gance within him, even a slight wind disturbs him," as it is 

stated: “But the wicked are like the troubled sea, for it cannot 

rest” (Isaiah 57:20). And if with regard to the sea, which contains 

many quantities of quarters of a log of water, yet a slight wind 

disturbs it, certainly with regard to a person, who has in his body 

only one quarter-log of essential lifeblood,’ all the more so will 

a slight wind disturb him. 


One quarter-log of lifeblood - o1 nny nay: It is readily appar- 
ent that the human body contains more than a quarter-log of 
blood. As such, some explain that the Gemara is referring to the 
blood supply of an infant; although he has a larger quantity of 


BACKGROUND 


his life. Another explanation offered is that this amount refers to 
the quantity of blood contained in the heart. Every beat of the 
heart propels approximately 80 cc of blood, approximately a 
quarter-log, through the circulatory system. 


blood in his body, the loss of a quarter-/og of blood will endanger 
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Rav Hiyya bar Ashi says that Rav says: Despite the opprobrium 
assigned to one who exhibits the trait of arrogance, a Torah 
scholar must have one-eighth of one-eighth" of arrogance. Rav 
Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said: And this minute measure of 
arrogance crowns him as the awn of bristle-like growth on the 
top of the husk." Rava said: A Torah scholar who has arrogance 
should be excommunicated, and one who does not have arro- 
gance at all should be excommunicated as well. As such, he must 
have only a minute measure of arrogance. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: Even a Torah scholar should 
not have any arrogance or any part of arrogance, i.e., not even 
one-eighth of one-eighth. He explains why arrogance should be 
avoided entirely by asking: Is it a small matter that it is written 
with regard to arrogance: “Everyone that is proud of heart is 
an abomination to the Lord” (Proverbs 16:5)? 


Hizkiyya says: The prayers of a person are heard only if he 
casts his heart to be like flesh, by being free of arrogance. As it 
is stated: “And it shall come to pass, that from one New Moon 
to another, and from one Sabbath to another, shall all flesh 
come to worship before Me, says the Lord” (Isaiah 66:23). 


Rabbi Zeira said: Concerning leprosy of the flesh, it is written 
in the verse with regard to it: “And when the flesh has in the skin 
thereofa boil, and it is healed” (Leviticus 13:18), but concerning 
the leprosy ofa person, it is not written in the verse with regard 
to it: And itis healed. Both verses discussing leprosy of a person 
make no mention of healing (Leviticus 13:2, 13:9). This indicates 
that one who sees himself as flesh will be cured, but one who 
holds himself in high regard will not be cured. 


Rabbi Yohanan said: The Hebrew word for person, adam, writ- 
ten: Alef, dalet, mem, is an acronym for efer, dust; dam, blood; 
and mara, bile," alluding to man’s insignificance. Similarly, the 
Hebrew word for flesh, basar, written: Beit, sin, reish, is an acro- 
nym for busha, shame; seruha, putrid; and rimma, worm, also 
alluding to his insignificance. There are those who say that the 
letter sin of the word basar actually is referring to a different word, 
sheol, the netherworld, as it is written with the Hebrew letter 
shin. The letter sin is phonetically similar to the letter samekh, the 
first letter of the word seruha, but is orthographically similar to 
the letter shin, the first letter of the word sheol. The dispute is 
whether the acronym should be based upon the pronunciation 
or upon the way it is written. 


Rav Ashi says: Any person who has arrogance within him will 
ultimately be diminished in stature, as it is stated with regard 
to different types of leprosy: 


NOTES 


One-eighth of one-eighth - myawa minw my: The 
straightforward interpretation is that of Rashi, who notes that 
one-eighth of one-eighth is the smallest unit of measure that 
has a name in the Talmud, the ukhla (see Bava Batra 89b). As 
such, it means one should have a negligibly small measure 
of arrogance. 

The Maharsha explains that this indicates that a Torah 
scholar must at times act with a modicum of arrogance in 
order to preserve the honor of the Torah he represents. This 
is alluded to by the measure of one-eighth of one-eighth, as 
the praises of the Torah are enumerated at length in Psalm 
119, which is composed of eight verses for each letter of the 
alphabet, comprising 176 verses in all. Therefore, one-eighth of 
one-eighth alludes to incorporating at least one of the eight 
praises for the Torah included in every letter. 


And crowns him as the awn on the top of the husk - xiy 
xabiawh XDND D mh: The Meiri writes that a small measure 
of arrogance protects a Torah scholar against being belittled 
by others, in the same way that the awn protects the husk. 


Dust, blood, bile — 7y 01,39%: This indicates that if one 
would give consideration to the matter from which his body 
is composed, and if one would contemplate from what sub- 
stance he was formed, and that he will eventually die and 
become wormy, he will not be arrogant (see Maharsha and 
Maharal). 
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BACKGROUND 


Burnt-offering - mhiy: A burnt-offering is an offering 
whose meat is totally consumed on the altar in the 
Temple, and no part other than the animal's hide is given 
to the priests. A burnt-offering must be male, and it may 
be brought from cattle, sheep, goats, or doves. Private 
individuals generally bring this offering as a voluntary 
offering. However, there are times when one makes 
a sacrifice to atone for the willful non-fulfillment of a 
positive mitzva or for immoral or idolatrous thoughts. 
Additionally, there are certain situations where individu- 
als are required to bring a burnt-offering together with 
other offerings. 

Burnt-offerings are considered offerings of the most 
sacred order. They must be slaughtered in the north- 
ern portion of the Temple courtyard and their blood is 
sprinkled at two opposite corners of the altar, the north- 
eastern and southwestern corners. Therefore, although 
the blood is sprinkled only twice, it reaches all four sides 
of the altar. Afterward, the animal's hide is removed and 
given to the priests, and its limbs are separated. The 
remainder of the blood is then poured out at the base of 
the altar and the limbs are burned on the altar. 


Meal-offering - nara: There are a variety of offerings 
of flour or bread that were brought in the Temple. The 
Gemara is discussing a voluntary meal-offering, which 
could be prepared in one of four ways: Mixed with oil, 
baked in an oven, fried on a griddle, or fried in a pan 
(Leviticus 21-13). All of these offerings were made of 
fine wheat flour. 


HALAKHA 

Whoever appraises his ways — »niniix awa bs: The 
correct path to follow is the middle path, where all 
actions are performed in proper proportion. Therefore, 
the Sages commanded that one organize his opinions 
and thoughts, evaluate his character traits, and direct 
them along the middle path (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, 
Hilkhot Deot 1:4). 
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NOTES 


“And for a sore [se't] and for a scab [sappahat]” (Leviticus 
14:56), and se’et means nothing other than elevated, as it is 
stated: “And upon all the high mountains, and upon all the hills 
that are lifted up [nissaot]” (Isaiah 2:14). And sappahat means 
nothing other than an appendage, as it is stated in the context 
of the curse given to the descendants of Eli: “Put me [sefaheni], 
I pray of you, into one of the priests’ offices, that I may eat a 
morsel of bread” (1 Samuel 2:36). They will have to be joined 
with another priestly family to receive their priestly gifts. One 
can therefore interpret the verses discussing leprosy as teaching 
that one who initially is arrogant, seet, will eventually become a 
sappahat, diminished in stature. 


Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi says: Come and see how great the 

lowly in spirit are before the Holy One, Blessed be He. For 
when the Temple was standing, a person would sacrifice a 
burnt-offering® and the merit of a burnt-offering would be his; 
he would sacrifice a meal-offering® and the merit of a meal- 
offering would be his. But with regard to one whose spirit is 

lowly, the verse ascribes him credit as ifhe had sacrificed all the 

sacrificial offerings, as it is stated: “The sacrifices of God are a 

broken spirit” (Psalms 51:19), indicating that one who is humble 

of spirit is regarded as if he offered all the “sacrifices of God.” And 

not only that, but his prayer is not despised by God, as it is 

stated at the end of that verse: “A broken and contrite heart, O 

God, You will not despise.” 


And Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi also says: Whoever appraises 
his ways" in this world, i.e., whoever carefully considers all his 
actions before deciding on the proper mode of conduct, merits 
and sees the salvation of the Holy One, Blessed be He, as it is 
stated: “And to him that orders his way aright [ vesam derekh | 
will I show the salvation of God” (Psalms 50:23). Do not read it 
as “vesam,’ “that orders”; rather, read it as vesham derekh, that 
appraises his way. 


Q The mishna teaches: How does he issue a warning to her in an 
effective manner? If he says to her in the presence of two wit- 
nesses: Do not speak with the man called so-and-so, and she 
nevertheless spoke with him, she is still permitted to engage in 
sexual intercourse with her husband. However, if after he told her 
not to speak with so-and-so, she entered into a secluded place and 
remained with that man for sufficient time to engage in sexual 
intercourse, she is forbidden to her home, i.e., to engage in sexual 
intercourse with her husband, from that moment until she under- 
goes the sota rite. The Gemara notes the apparent contradiction 
in the mishna: This matter itself is difficult: You said in detailing 
the wording of the warning that he said to her in the presence of 
two witnesses: Do not speak with the man called so-and-so, 
apparently indicating that speaking is tantamount to seclusion." 
Therefore, speaking with that man should result in the woman 
becoming forbidden to her husband. 


Whoever appraises his ways — »ninvix ows bp: Rashi explains 
that this is referring to one who weighs the reward for the 
performance of a mitzva against the loss incurred by doing 
so. The Sefat Emet adds that not only should one contemplate 
the importance of performing mitzvot, but one must also take 
into consideration the possible negative results caused by the 
performance of certain mitzvot at the wrong time, or in the 
wrong setting. Therefore, the Gemara indicates that one should 
weigh his actions, and one should be careful of how and when 
he performs mitzvot. In the Ben Yehoyada it is explained that 
this Gemara teaches that one should contemplate all the events 
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in his life and realize that they are not by chance. Rather, there 
is divine providence that directs what occurs to him. Through 
this realization, one merits salvation. 


Apparently speaking is tantamount to seclusion, etc. - xX 
3) MIT PND VaT: This apparent contradiction is discussed 
in the Jerusalem Talmud. There it is explained that the term: 
Speak, as used in the mishna, is a euphemism that in fact refers 
to seclusion. Therefore, the husband's warning to his wife: Don’t 
speak with so-and-so, is a more polite way of saying: Don't 
seclude yourself with so-and-so. 


Tosafot note that even according to the Jerusalem Talmud, 
the term speak is used in the mishna as a euphemism referring 
to seclusion only the first time. When mentioned a second 
time, it is referring to her actually speaking with the other 
man, which is why she remains permitted to her husband. 
The Keren Ora explains that there is an actual dispute between 
the Babylonian Talmud and the Jerusalem Talmud with regard 
to this matter, as the Babylonian Talmud holds that if he 
uses the expression: Do not speak, then even if he actually 
meant: Do not seclude yourself, it is not considered to be an 
effective warning. 
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But then the mishna teaches: If she nevertheless spoke with him, 
she is still permitted to her home, i.e., to engage in sexual inter- 
course with her husband, and if she is the wife of a priest she is 
still permitted to partake of teruma, apparently indicating that 
speaking is nothing. Therefore, issuing a warning to her not to 
speak with a particular man should not qualify as an effective 
warning. 


Abaye said an explanation: This is what the mishna is saying: If 
he said to her: Do not speak with so-and-so, and she later spoke" 
with him; or if the husband said to her: Do not speak with so- 
and-so, and she later secluded herself with him, it is nothing, as 
this was not an effective warning. Similarly, if he said to her: Do 
not seclude yourself with so-and-so, and then she spoke with 
him without secluding herself with him, she is still permitted to 
her home, i.e., her husband, and she is still permitted to partake 
of teruma. However, if after he issued a warning to her not to 
seclude herself with someone, she entered with that man into a 
secluded place and remained there with him for a period of time 
sufficient for defilement, then she is forbidden to her home, i.e., 
her husband, and forbidden to partake of teruma. 


§ The mishna teaches that after a woman who was warned by her 
husband not to seclude herself with another man, nevertheless 
secludes herself with another man, she becomes forbidden to her 
husband, and if her husband dies childless before she drank the 
bitter water, she performs halitza with her late husband's brother 
and does not enter into levirate marriage. The Gemara asks: Why 
must she perform halitza? Let her enter into levirate marriage.’ 
After all, although she secluded herself with the other man after 
the warning, there is only an unverified suspicion of adultery. 
Why should it be prohibited for her to enter into levirate marriage 
with her deceased husband's brother, the yavam? 


Rav Yosef said: With regard to a man who divorces his wife 
because: “He has found some unseemly matter about her” (Deu- 
teronomy 24:1), i.e., he suspects her of sexual impropriety, the 
verse states: “And she departs out of his house, and goes and 
becomes another man’s wife” (Deuteronomy 24:2). Itis inferred 
from this that she is free to marry another man, but she is not 
permitted to marry the yavam. The yavam is not considered 
“another man,” as he takes the place of his brother. 


Abaye said to him: If that is so, that the Torah explicitly prohibits 
levirate marriage in this case, then she should not require halitza 
as well, as the verse explicitly permitted her to marry another 
man, seemingly abrogating the need for halitza to free her 
from the bond to the yavam. Rav Yosef said to him in response: 
If the husband were alive, would she not require a bill of 
divorce to permit her to remarry, even though she was forbidden 
to him? Now, as well, she should require halitza in order to 
release her bond with the yavam, even though, as the verse 
indicates, it remains prohibited for them to enter into levirate 
marriage. 


BACKGROUND 


Levirate marriage and halitza - nym nya»: The halakhot of 
levirate marriage and halitza appear in the Torah (Deuteron- 
omy 28:5-10) and are articulated at length in tractate Yevamot, 
which is devoted primarily to this topic. The basic concept is 
that if aman dies with no living descendants, his wife is bound 


to her husband's brother. The brother must either take her as 
a wife through levirate marriage, or sever the bond through 
the ceremony of halitza. As long as the levirate bond is intact, 
it is prohibited for her to marry a different man. 


HALAKHA =———- 
Do not speak, and she spoke, etc. — 13177737) 127 by: If 
one says to his wife in the presence of two people: Do not 
speak with so-and-so, it is not considered a warning, and she 
remains permitted to her husband even if she secluded herself 
with that man afterward. Additionally, if he said to her: Do not 
seclude yourself with so-and-so, and she spoke with him in 
the presence of witnesses, she is permitted to her husband 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 1:4-5; Shulhan Arukh, Even 
HaEzer 178:6). 
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NOTES 


The verse calls him another man — 0% ixyp N37: This 
inference is from the use of the term “another [aher];’ which 
almost always carries a negative connotation. The verse 
could have described him as the second husband, mirroring 
the reference there to “the first husband” (Deuteronomy 
24:4). By choosing to refer to him as “another,” the verse 
portrays the second marriage in a negative light (Maharsha 
on Gittin 90a). 


And you say that she should also enter into levirate mar- 
riage — 12) 1] DDN AVIN ANY: The Meiri explains that 
although this logic dictates ‘only that the yavam cannot be 
required to enter into levirate marriage with a suspected 
adulterous, this would not mean that he is prohibited from 
doing so. However, he is in fact prohibited from entering 
into levirate marriage with her, as allowing him to do so may 
result in a yavam in such a situation believing that he has a 
mitzva to do so. Others explain that once it is determined 
that there is no mitzva for him to enter into levirate marriage 
with her, it is by default prohibited, as one is not permitted 
to marry his brother's former wife unless it is in performance 
of the mitzva of levirate marriage (Rashi; Rosh). 


32 SOTA: PEREK I: 6A: AQTN pD 


KINTI AD? 11 WO IANT N) 
am TaN inan TRSY mY 
ana anor br nx wnb 

PAD 9] DA AN AN) 


and nya xe ax my) a 
EDI MDA KYT KUYA x) 


> X 


Ea bya my AY ja xP 2 


DNIA IT WN PNT MDW 
pore Sw tant ya PRY amy” KT 
Dai mm iman myw Kyi my 
VV Fala Alaye “sind mv 
Pya a) DITA 


mwa nv NYY HIN a> WX 
ann x Da wa nn an) 
ONT FPR INN” INP D277 

OD ANT sip DWI KPA 


TPY Ox WIM) Sp sox KIT 
ow be Kb zb TOK abs aa 


And there are those who say that say that in answer to Abaye’s 
question Rav Yosef said: The Merciful One said with regard to a 
man who divorces his wife because he has found some unseemly 
matter about her: “And she departs out of his house, and goes and 
becomes another man’s wife,” indicating that the man should 
divorce her so that his house not be destroyed by his continuing 
to dwell with her, and you want to say that she should enter into 
levirate marriage? How can it be that the same verse instructing 
the husband to divorce her would also instruct the yavam to marry 
her? However, there is no reason to exempt her from performing 
halitza. 


Abaye said to him: If that is so, that the verse would not tell the 
yavam to marry her, she should not marry another man either, so 
that the second husband's house not be destroyed. How can it be 
that the same verse instructing the husband to divorce her would 
also instruct another man to marry her? 


Rav Yosef said to him: 


Do we impose on him an obligation to marry her against his will? 
Unlike levirate marriage, there is no obligation for another man to 
marry her. Therefore, the verse is not instructing him to do so. 


And there are those who say that Rav Yosef said differently: The 
verse calls aman who marries a woman after she was divorced from 
her first husband due to suspicion of adultery “another man,’ as 
the verse states: “And she departs out of his house and goes and 
becomes another man’s wife” (Deuteronomy 24:2). This indicates 
that one who subsequently marries her is not a peer of her first 
husband because this one, the first husband, removed an evil 
woman" from his house, and that one brought an evil woman 
into his house. There is an implied criticism of the second husband 
in the verse; and yet you say that the verse instructs that she should 
also enter into levirate marriage." 


Abaye said to him: If that is so, then if she married another man 
and he died without children, then she should not enter into 
levirate marriage with the brother of her second husband even if 
she did not commit adultery during the second marriage, since the 
verse calls the second husband “another man,” which excluded the 
possibility of levirate marriage. Rav Yosef answered Abaye: With 
regard to that one, i.e., this second husband, at least she remained 
with a good name. Since she did not engage in illicit behavior 
during her second marriage, she can enter into levirate marriage 
with the brother of her second husband. 


Rava says a different reason why a sota cannot enter into levirate 

marriage: This prohibition can be deduced through an a fortiori 

inference: If, due to the suspicion of adultery, she becomes forbid- 
den to the one who was previously permitted to her, i.e., her first 

husband, then with regard to one who was forbidden to her, i.e., 
the husband’s brother, is it not all the more so that she remains 

forbidden to him? 


This one removed an evil woman, etc. — 1D) TYWI wt MW: 
One should not marry a woman who was divorced on grounds 
of immorality. After her prior husband divorced her to remove 


HALAKHA 


her wickedness from his home, it is improper for another man 
to bring her into his home (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Gei- 
rushin 10:22; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 119:5). 
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Abaye said to him: If that is so, if this a fortiori reasoning is the 
basis of the prohibition against her entering into levirate marriage, 
then in the case of a High Priest who betrothed a widow, which 
he is prohibited from doing, and he died before the marriage took 
place, and he has a brother who is a common priest, who is 
permitted to marry a widow, she should still not be permitted to 
enter into levirate marriage with him, since the same inference 
can be stated: If she becomes forbidden to the one who was 
permitted to her, i.e., her husband the High Priest, who was 
prohibited from marrying a widow, then with regard to one 
who was forbidden to her, i.e., his brother, the common priest 
who wishes to enter into levirate marriage with her, is it not all 
the more so that she should be forbidden? 


The Gemara refutes this inference. In the case of the High Priest, 
can one say: She becomes forbidden? But she was forbidden 
to him and remains forbidden to him. She did not become for- 
bidden to her husband, the High Priest, due to the marriage. 
Furthermore, in the case of the High Priest, can one say: Permit- 
ted to her? But the High Priest is forbidden to her always. There- 
fore, the case of the High Priest does not serve as a refutation of 
the a fortiori inference. 


Rather, the refutation is as follows: In the case ofa priest’s wife 
who was raped,’ who becomes forbidden to her husband, and 
then her husband dies; and he has a brother who is a priest 
disqualified due to flawed lineage [halal], who is not bound by 
the restrictions on marriage given to a priest, then she should not 
be permitted to enter into levirate marriage with him. If she 
becomes forbidden to the one who was permitted to her, i.e., 
her husband the priest, then with regard to one who was forbid- 
den to her, i.e., her brother-in-law, is it not all the more so that 
she remains forbidden to him? 


The Gemara answers: Nevertheless, this a fortiori inference is not 
applicable here because a raped woman is completely permitted 
to an Israelite." Therefore, a married woman raped by another 
man may remain with her Israelite husband. And with regard to 
this person, i.e., the brother of the deceased, who is a halal, in any 
event there is no prohibition. The fact that the woman was 
forbidden to her halal brother-in-law while she was married to 
her husband is immaterial. This is because, had she been raped 
while she was married to the halal, it would not render her forbid- 
den to him, as he has the status of an Israelite with regard to 
marriage. Consequently, this case cannot be compared to the case 
of the mishna, as awoman who commits adultery is forbidden to 
any husband, not only a priest. 


MI S H NA And these are women who, despite being 


married to priests, are prohibited from 
partaking of teruma' due to suspicion of adultery: A woman 
who says to her husband: I am defiled to you, i.e., she admitted 
to having committed adultery with another man; and in a case 
where witnesses came" forth and testified that she is defiled; 
and a woman who says after a warning and seclusion: I will 
not drink the bitter water of a sota; and in a case where her 
husband does not want to force her to drink the water even 
after she secluded herself with another man after his warning; 
and ina case where her husband engaged in sexual intercourse 
with her on the way" to bringing her to the Temple to drink the 
bitter water, as in such a case the water will not be effective in 
evaluating whether she was unfaithful, due to the husband’s own 
prohibited act. 


Where her husband engaged in sexual intercourse with 
her on the way - 7123 why Ka Twa: Although the 
mishna specifically mentions a case where the husband and 
wife engaged in sexual intercourse while on the way to the 


NOTES 


Temple, that is merely one possible scenario, and the halakha 
would be the same in any instance where they engaged 
in sexual intercourse after the warning and seclusion 
(Meiri). 


BACKGROUND 

A priest's wife who was raped - 7DI%3® yia nW: The Torah 
places restrictions on the women a priest may marry. For exam- 
ple, a priest may not marry a woman who was divorced or a 
woman who has engaged in sexual intercourse with someone 
who is forbidden to her by Torah law (Leviticus 21:7). Ifthe wife of 
an Israelite or Levite is raped, she is permitted to continue living 
with her husband, since the intercourse took place against her 
will. However, if the wife of a priest is raped, she has had sexual 
intercourse with someone who is forbidden to her, albeit against 
her will. For this reason, she is now forbidden to her husband and 
he is obligated to divorce her. 


Halal - bon: A halal is a male disqualified from priesthood. 
Usually, it refers to the child of a priest and a woman who was 
prohibited in marriage to a priest, e.g., a divorcée, a zona, or a 
woman disqualified from marrying a priest [halala]. Although 
the halal is born to a priestly father, he does not have the legal 
status of a priest but rather that of an Israelite. 


HALAKHA 


A raped woman is completely permitted to an Israelite - 
w xan bers Dai: If the wife of a priest engages in sexual 

intercourse outside of her marriage, even if she was raped, she 

becomes forbidden to her husband. However, the wife of a Levite 

or Israelite who was raped remains permitted to her husband, 
although if she is later widowed it will be prohibited for her to 

marry a priest (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 4:18 and Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 18:7-8; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 
6:10-11). 


Prohibited from partaking of teruma - manna diay DNDN: 
The women listed in the mishna who do not drink the bitter 
water but are not entitled to receive payment of their marriage 
contracts are forever prohibited from partaking of teruma. Simi- 
larly, the wife of a priest who states: | was defiled, is forbidden to 
partake of teruma (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Teruma 8:15). 


NOTES 


And these are prohibited from partaking of teruma, etc. - Dy) 
na) manna bisg nimo: Some explain the common fac- 
or unifying the various women listed here is that there is an 
issue other than their warning and seclusion that causes the 
prohibition against them partaking of teruma (Devar Shaul). 
Although there are differing opinions on the details, it seems 
hat all these women are prohibited from partaking of teruma 
immediately and are no longer afforded the opportunity to prove 
heir innocence by drinking the bitter water (see Heshek Shlomo 
and Hiddushei HaGriz). 
The commentaries discuss what the novelty of this ruling is, 
being that the earlier mishna (2a) already stated that it becomes 
prohibited for a woman to partake of teruma from the moment 
she secludes herself with the man about whom she has been 
warned. Some explain that unlike a regular sota, who can 
prove her innocence through the testing of the bitter water, 
the women listed here cannot drink it and therefore have no 
recourse (Mishne LaMelekh). It seems that a woman will become 
prohibited from partaking of teruma even if she were to make 
such a claim after having drunk the bitter water and been proven 
faithful (Heshek Shlomo). 


Where witnesses came, etc. — 3) DY aW: Although the 
language of the mishna and Gemara seem to indicate that two 
witnesses testified to her infidelity, Tosafot conclude that testi- 
mony of even one witness would be sufficient, even if he were 
to testify after she already drank the bitter water. 
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HALAKHA 


There are witnesses concerning her in a country overseas - w? 
on nya ow ab: If two witnesses testify with regard to the 
infidelity of a sota who exhibited none of the effects of guilt from 
drinking the bitter water, she becomes forbidden to her husband 
and is divorced without receiving payment of her marriage 
contract, as the water tests only a woman for whom there are 
no witnesses at all to her infidelity. If, after drinking the bitter 
water, one witness testifies with regard to her infidelity, she is not 
required to leave her husband (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot 
Sota 3:23, and see Mishne LaMelekh there). 


NOTES 


As the verse states: And she was defiled secretly - xp 12X1 
mwN: Rashi explains that Rav Sheshet's inference from the 
verse is based on the words: “And there was no witness against 
her’ which indicates that the sota rite is performed only when 
there are no witnesses to her infidelity. The Rosh questions this 
explanation for two reasons: First, as Rashi himself notes, these 
words are already the source of other halakhot and cannot be 
used to teach this halakha as well. Second, there are alternate 
versions of the text that do not quote that part of the verse, but 
only “and she was defiled secretly.” Therefore, the Rosh explains 
that Rav Sheshet derives his halakha from the word “secretly,” 
which he interprets to mean that the halakhot of a sota apply 
to a woman who was secluded entirely, meaning that no wit- 
nesses saw her. 


That they are false witnesses — 17192 PW "ID: Tosefot HaRash 
presents the question: Isn't there another possibility, that the 
witnesses are testifying truthfully, but the bitter water did not 
examine the woman due to her engaging in sexual intercourse 
with her husband prior to drinking? He cites Rabbeinu Tam, who 
explains that according to the opinion of the Rabbis quoted in 
the mishna (7a), two Torah scholars accompany the husband and 
wife, and therefore there is no reason to suspect that the hus- 
band and wife engaged in sexual intercourse. He adds that even 
according to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda cited there, that the 
couple does not require an escort, it is unreasonable to assume 
that if the husband engaged in sexual intercourse with his wife 
while on the journey he would still insist that she drink the bitter 
water. Therefore, the court assumes that the testing of the water 
was foolproof, and therefore the witnesses must be false. 
There is room, however, to ask a more fundamental question: 
The testimony of two witnesses is deemed credible even with 
regard to capital crimes, so how can the fact that she did not die 
as a result of drinking the bitter water call the credibility of their 
testimony into question? One answer cited is that testimony 
concerning sexual intercourse is deemed credible even when 
witnesses testify only that the man and woman were acting 
in the manner of those engaging in sexual intercourse, even if 
they cannot testify that the act was completed. Therefore, if the 
bitter water seems to verify the woman's innocence, the court 
will assume that although the witnesses are not testifying falsely, 
there was in fact no actual sexual intercourse (Torat HaKenaot). 
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G E M ARA Rav Amram says: Rav Sheshet told us 


this matter, and he enlightened our 
eyes for us by citing support for his statement from the mishna: 
In the case of a sota for whom there are witnesses concerning 
her in a country overseas," who can testify that she engaged in 
sexual intercourse, the bitter water of a sota does not evaluate 
whether or not she was unfaithful. Although she committed 
adultery, the water evaluates her fidelity only when there is no 
possibility of proving her guilt in court. What is the reason for 
this? It is as the verse states: “And a man lie with her carnally, and 
it was hidden from the eyes of her husband, and she was defiled 
secretly," and there was no witness against her” (Numbers 5:13). 
This indicates that the bitter water is given only when there is no 
one who knows about her action, to the exclusion of the case 
of this woman who is not given the bitter water, as there are 
those who know about her. 


And Rav Sheshet enlightened our eyes for us by adducing sup- 
port for his ruling from the mishna, as it teaches: And where 
witnesses came forth and testified that she is defiled, this is one 
of the women who can no longer partake of teruma: Rav Sheshet 
asks: This is a case where the witnesses came when? If we say 
that they came before she drank, then what is novel about the 
fact that it is prohibited for her to partake of teruma? She is a 
woman who had sexual relations with a man forbidden to her 
by the Torah [zona], as she is a confirmed adulteress, and it is 
obviously prohibited for her to partake of teruma. 


Rav Sheshet answers: Rather, it must be referring to a case where 

the witnesses testified after she already drank. Granted, if you 

say that the bitter water of a sota does not evaluate her in a case 

where there are witnesses elsewhere who can testify with regard 

to her infidelity, it is well. But if you say that the water evaluates 

her ina case where there are witnesses elsewhere who can testify 
with regard to her infidelity, then it should be revealed retroac- 
tively that they are false witnesses," as the fact that she survived 

the drinking of the bitter water would indicate that she never 

committed adultery. 


Rav Yosef said to Rav Sheshet: Actually, I will say to you that 
the bitter water evaluates her in a case where there are witnesses 
elsewhere who can testify with regard to her infidelity. Neverthe- 
less, the fact that the woman survived the drinking of the water 
does not prove her innocence, and one can say that this woman 
who already drank had merit that delayed the punishment for 
her. According to some opinions, if an unfaithful woman has 
certain merits, she will not die immediately upon drinking the 
water. Therefore, if witnesses were to testify to her infidelity 
after she drank the water without dying, it is not clear that their 
testimony is false. 


The Gemara explains: With regard to what principle do Rav 
Sheshet and Rav Yosef disagree? With regard to whether she 
deteriorates [mitnavvena],' as explained by Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi, as we learned in a mishna (22a): Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
says: Merit delays punishment with regard to the bitter water 
of a sota. Even if a woman actually committed adultery, she will 
not die immediately due to the merit that she has. But she will 
not give birth, and she will not improve in terms of her physical 
condition after having drunk the bitter water. Rather, she will 
progressively deteriorate until she ultimately dies in the same 
manner of death as suffered by a sota who drank the bitter water 
without having merit. 


LANGUAGE 


Deteriorates [mitnavvena] 


= manana: This word indicates 
a continuous decrease in bodily strength through sickness 


or weakness. In the words of the Rambam: Sickness comes 
upon her until she rots. 
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Rav Sheshet holds: Both according to the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi and according to the opinion of the Rabbis, who 
disagree with him, she begins to deteriorate despite her merit. 
Therefore, if she doesn’t begin to deteriorate immediately, the 
witnesses who testified subsequent to her drinking must be false 
witnesses. And Rav Yosef holds: Only according to the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi is it so that she begins to deteriorate 
when she has merit. According to the opinion of the Rabbis, she 
does not begins to deteriorate. Therefore, Rav Yosef explains that 
the mere fact that she survived the drinking of the bitter water 
and didn’t begin deteriorating does not prove that the testimony 
was false. 


Rav Shimi bar Ashi raises an objection from the aforementioned 
mishna (22a), which also teaches that Rabbi Shimon says: Merit 
does not delay punishment with regard to the bitter water of a sota, 
and if you say that merit delays punishment with regard to the 
bitter water, then you push aside the deterrent force of the bitter 
water before all the women who must drink it, as guilty women 
will rely on their merit to protect them from the immediate conse- 
quences. And furthermore, you defame the untainted women who 
drank and survived. People will not view this as proof of their 
innocence, and they will say: They are defiled, but their merit 
delayed the punishment for them. 


After quoting the statement of Rabbi Shimon, Rav Shimi bar Ashi 
now explains his objection: And if it is so that the bitter water of a 
sota does not evaluate the faithfulness of a women about whom 
there are witnesses in a country overseas, then the same claim can 
be made as well: You defame the untainted women who drank 
and survived. People will not view this as proof of their innocence, 
and they will say: They are defiled, but there are witnesses about 
them in a country overseas. 


The Gemara responds: Do you say this according to the opinion of 
Rabbi Shimon? Indeed, according to Rabbi Shimon, from the 
same logic that merit does not delay punishment, witnesses in a 
country overseas do not delay it either, and Rav Sheshet would 
concede that his statement would not be accepted by Rabbi Shimon. 


Rav raises an objection from the latter clause of the mishna 
there (22a), which teaches: And these are the sota women whose 
meal-offerings are burned and not offered on the altar:° 


One who says: I am defiled," and witnesses came forth and 
testified with regard to her that she is defiled. 


Rav clarifies: In the case where witnesses came forth, when did 
they come forth? If we say that they came forth before the meal- 
offering was sanctified, as all meal-offerings become sanctified only 
when placed in the service vessels used in the Temple service, 
then the testimony should obviate the need for the sota rite, and 
the meal-offering should be transferred to non-sacred status, as 
any meal-offering that was found to be consecrated in error before 
it was sanctified in a service vessel reverts to non-sacred status. 
Therefore, Rav infers that the witnesses could not have testified 
before the offering’s sanctification, or the meal-offering would not 


be burned. 


BACKGROUND 

Meal-offering of a sota - mbib nnn: This is the meal- 
offering brought by a suspected adulteress that is men- 
tioned in the sota passage in the Torah. A sota is brought 
by her husband to the Temple to undergo the rite nec- 
essary to evaluate her faithfulness to him. There she is 
required to bring a meal-offering of barley flour, unlike 
most meal-offerings, which are brought from wheat flour. 
No oil or incense is added to the offering. A handful of 
flour is removed from this offering, and the remainder 
of it is eaten by the priests (see Numbers, chapter 5). 


HALAKHA 

One who says, | am defiled — x ANAY NYANI: If, after 
the meal-offering has been sanctified in a service vessel 
but before the handful was taken, a woman says: | am 
defiled to you, or if at that point witnesses testify that the 
woman had been defiled, the meal-offering is burned in 
its entirety. This is in accordance with the opinion of Rav 
Pappa (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:14). 
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NOTES 

Her meal-offering is burned - na wa Annan: 
Generally, a handful is removed from the meal- 
offering mixture and sacrificed on the altar, with 
the remainder consumed by the priests. In the 
cases specified here, her meal-offering is burned 
in its entirety in the place where the ashes from 
the altar were put, without the handful being 
removed by the priest. Josafot discuss whether 
there would be an option of asking a halakhic 
authority to retroactively dissolve the consecration, 
as it was done in error (see Hiddushei HaGriz). 


Hold her in a cell - ay on 5933: According to 
he Arukh, the text states: Do they hold the woman 
by her shoulders at all times so that she cannot 
escape from their custody? 


He died, etc. — 151 X17 m3: Rashi explains that 
he death of the husband obviates the need for 
he evaluation, as the bitter water will no longer 
serve the function of permitting the wife to her 
husband. The Rashash questions this interpreta- 
ion and maintains that the drinking of the water 
would still serve an additional function, as it can 
permit her to partake of teruma and will enable 
her to marry her putative paramour. Therefore, 
he Rashash explains as Rashi himself does (24a), 
hat once the husband dies the woman may no 
onger drink, as the verse states: “Then shall the 
man bring his wife” (Numbers 5:15), requiring that 
he husband bring her for the evaluation to take 
place. 
The Minha Hareva, however, explains that in the 
case where a husband dies after already having 
initiated the sota process, there is no proof from 
he verse quoted in the previous paragraph that 
she does not drink. Therefore, Rashi explains that 
his evaluation, which includes erasing the name 
of God, is primarily for the purpose of bringing 
peace between a man and his wife. If this result 
is not obtainable, e.g., the husband has died, the 
evaluation is not performed merely to determine 
he halakha with regard to secondary matters. 


LANGUAGE 
Young priests [pirhei kehunna] - 731713 N15: 
The word pirhei refers to something young and 
small that is still in the process of maturation and 
blooming, as in perah, a flower. For the same rea- 
son, a chick is referred to as a pirhata in Aramaic. 
Accordingly, pirhei kehunna means young priests. 


HALAKHA 

The handful was sanctified, etc. - yaipa wp 
"131: If the meal-offering of a sota becomes ritually 
impure before it is sanctified in a service vessel, it 
can be redeemed and transferred to non-sacred 
status. If it became impure after being sanctified 
in a service vessel, it must be burned in its entirety. 
If any of the following occurs after the handful is 
sacrificed, the remainder of the meal-offering is 
not eaten by the priests: If she says: | am defiled; 
or if she says: | will not drink; or if her husband 
does not want her to drink; or if witnesses arrive 
and testify that she was defiled; or if the husband 
or wife dies. Alternate versions of the text of the 
Rambam state that the remainder is eaten (Ram- 
bam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:14). 
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Rav states his objection: Rather, the witnesses must have come forth 
after the meal-offering was sanctified. Granted, if you say the bitter 
water of a sota evaluates whether she was unfaithful in a case where 
there are witnesses to her infidelity, even if they have not testified, 
evidently the meal-offering is suitable to be sanctified and sacrificed; 
and when it was sanctified at the outset, although there were witnesses 
who could have testified, it was properly sanctified, and due to that 
reason her meal-offering is burned," because once an offering has been 
properly sanctified it cannot be transferred to non-sacred status. 


But if you say that the bitter water does not evaluate whether she was 
unfaithful so long as there are witnesses to her infidelity, then once the 
witnesses come forth, the matter should be revealed retroactively that 
when the meal-offering was sanctified at the outset, it was sanctified 
in error. And the meal-offering should therefore be transferred to 
non-sacred status, not burned. 


Rav Yehuda from Diskarta said, in response, that the mishna concern- 
ing meal-offerings is referring to a case where the woman committed 
adultery in the Temple courtyard after the meal-offering had been 
sanctified in a service vessel, as at the outset, when the meal-offering 
was sanctified due to the previous seclusion, it was properly sanctified, 
as the witnesses were to the infidelity that occurred in the Temple 
courtyard, not to infidelity during the seclusion. 


Rav Mesharshiyya objects to this explanation: But how can she com- 
mit adultery in the Temple courtyard? Don’t young priests [pirhei 
kehunna]' accompany her to the place where she drinks? The Gemara 
answers: This is a case where she committed adultery with the young 
priests themselves. 


Rav Ashi said differently: It is a case where she needed to relieve 
herself and the accompanying young priest allowed her to go relieve 
herself in private, and she committed adultery there, for is that to say 
that the young priests hold her in a cell?" Since there are times when 
she is out of their sight, there remains a possibility that she will commit 
adultery with others even when accompanied by the young priests. 


Rav Pappa said differently: Actually, the explanation is as we initially 
said, that the witnesses testify that she had been defiled during the initial 
seclusion for which she must drink, and not for adultery committed in 
the Temple courtyard. And that which you say, that if the bitter water 
does not evaluate a woman about whom there are witnesses concerning 
her infidelity, and therefore the offering was sanctified in error and it 
should be transferred to non-sacred status, you are correct that by 
Torah law it is non-sacred. However, it is considered sacred by rabbinic 
law, due to a rabbinic decree, lest people who do not know that the 
sanctification was done in error will mistakenly say: One can transfer 
a meal-offering to non-sacred status without it being redeemed even 
after it had been sanctified in a service vessel. 


Rav Mari raises an objection to Rav Pappa’s interpretation from a 
baraita in the Tosefta (2:4-6) that states: If the meal-offering of a sota 
became ritually impure, its status is determined by when it became 
impure. Ifit became impure before it was sanctified by being placed in 
a service vessel, it is like all other meal-offerings that became impure 
prior to sanctification, and it should be redeemed by a replacement 
offering brought in its stead. If it became impure after it had been 
sanctified by being placed in a service vessel, it is like all other meal- 
offerings that became impure after sanctification and must be burned. 


The baraita continues: If, after the meal-offering was sanctified by being 
placed in a service vessel, the priest removed a handful from it to be 

sacrificed on the altar, and the handful was sanctified" by being placed 

in its own service vessel, but the priest did not manage to sacrifice it 
before he, the husband, died," or before she, the wife, died, rendering 
the offering irrelevant, then it is like all other meal-offerings that are 

invalidated between the removal of the handful and its being sacrificed, 
and it must be burned. 
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The baraita continues: If the handful was sacrificed but the priest 
did not manage to eat the remainder of the meal-offering before 

the husband died, or before the wife died, it is like all other meal- 
offerings that become invalidated after the handful has been sacri- 
ficed, and it must be eaten by the priests. The baraita explains why, 
despite the death of the husband or wife, which renders this meal- 
offering irrelevant as the woman will not drink the bitter water, the 

meal-offering still is eaten: Because this meal-offering initially 
came due to an uncertainty as to whether the woman had been 

unfaithful, and it atoned for its uncertainty and left, i.e., it fulfilled 

its purpose of being sacrificed at the time when the husband and 

wife were still alive, it remains valid afterward as well. 


The baraita continues: If witnesses came forth before the handful 
was offered and testified with regard to her that she is defiled, her 
meal-offering is burned. If the witnesses who testified about her 
infidelity are later found to be conspiring, her meal-offering is 
transferred to non-sacred status. This final clause teaches that if 
the witnesses to the wife's infidelity are found to be conspiring 
witnesses, then the meal-offering is transferred to non-sacred status 
even after it was already sanctified in a service vessel. This is difficult 
for Rav Pappa, for he said that in a similar case, where witnesses 
testified about her infidelity after the offering was sanctified, the 
Sages decreed that the offering should be burned, in order to pre- 
vent people from saying that a meal-offering that has been sanctified 
in a service vessel may be transferred afterward to non-sacred 
status. 


The Gemara refutes this objection: Do you say that one can ques- 
tion Rav Pappa’s statement from a ruling concerning conspiring 
witnesses? The cases are not comparable, as conspiring witnesses 
generate publicity." Since the circumstances of these cases are well 
publicized, everyone knows that the offering was sanctified in error. 


After attempting to question Rav Sheshet’s novel ruling, that in the 
case of a sota with regard to whom there are witnesses in a country 
overseas who can testify that she engaged in sexual intercourse, 
the bitter water does not evaluate whether she was unfaithful, the 
Gemara attempts to adduce support for his ruling: It is taught in a 
baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rav Sheshet, but not 
due to his reasoning, rather based upon the explication of a verse. 


The baraita expounds several words in the verse concerning a sota 

who survives the drinking of the bitter water and is found to have 

been faithful: “And if the woman be not defiled, but be clean 

[utehora hee], then she shall be cleared and shall conceive seed” 
(Numbers 5:28). Noting that the phrase “but be clean,” is apparently 

redundant, the baraita explains: The usage of the word “clean 

[tehora]” in the verse indicates that only one who survived the 

drinking of the bitter water due to her fidelity will conceive a child, 
but this will not happen in a case where she did not die because 

there are witnesses for her in a country overseas who can testify 

that she engaged in sexual intercourse. 


> 


Additionally, from the additional letter vav in the word “utehora; 
meaning “but be clean,” another case is excluded. Only one who 
survived the drinking of the bitter water due to her fidelity will 
conceive a child, but this will not happen in a case where merit 
delays punishment for her, and she consequently doesn’t die 
immediately after drinking the bitter water. 


» 


The baraita continues: The next word in the verse, “she [hee], 
excludes a third case: But not where she, i.e., her infidelity, is dis- 
cussed by weavers [mozerot]' in the moonlight. Women would 
sit in groups while spinning thread in the moonlight and gossip 
about the goings-on in the city. If they discuss her having commit- 
ted adultery, then it is considered public knowledge, and the bitter 
water would not evaluate her in that case, as evaluation is not 
needed. 


HALAKHA 
Witnesses who testified about her are found to be 
conspiring — DAN Ty y): The meal-offering of 
the sota is transferred to non-sacred status if the wit- 
nesses who testify about her are found to be conspiring 
witnesses (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:15). 


BACKGROUND 
Conspiring witnesses [edim zomemin] - panit wy: 


This term refers specifically to witnesses who are proven 


o have perjured themselves through the arrival of a 
second pair of witnesses. The second pair testifies to the 
first pair's inability to have testified in the case, based 
on not having been present at the time of the event in 
question. In general, there are several ways by which the 
estimony of a second set of witnesses can invalidate the 
estimony of a previous pair of witnesses. 

First, the second pair contradicts the testimony of 
he first pair by testifying that the matter did not occur 
as described by the first pair. In this situation, the testi- 
mony of neither pair is accepted, and the matter remains 
unresolved. 

Second, the second pair testifies that the first set of 
witnesses are not capable of testifying on the matter, 
either because they are disqualified from bearing wit- 
ness or because they are relatives of the party about 
whom they testified. Neither of these first two cases are 
included in the term: Conspiring witnesses. 

Third, the second pair testifies that the first pair, whose 
testimony resulted in an assessment of liability, was actu- 
ally elsewhere with the second pair of witnesses when 
the alleged incident transpired, and they therefore they 
could not have witnessed the events about which they 
testified. In such a case, the first pair is determined to be 
conspiring witnesses. In such a case, the testimony of the 
second pair is accepted, and the testimony of the first 
pair is rejected. Furthermore, the first pair is punished 
with the penalty they sought to inflict through their 
testimony (see Deuteronomy 19:16-19). Consequently, 
if their testimony would have resulted in court-imposed 
capital punishment, they are both put to death. If their 
testimony would have resulted in a monetary judgment, 
these witnesses are themselves required to compensate 
their victim the sum they sought to have him pay. 

The specifics of these halakhot are analyzed in great 
detail in tractate Makkot. 


NOTES 


Generate publicity - any IN xbp: Since the determina- 
tion that witnesses are conspiring occurs in court and 
requires the testimony of other witnesses, the matter 
would become known, especially when the conspiring 
witnesses are punished by being flogged. By contrast, 
when the offering was consecrated in error, the matter 
will not generate publicity, and there is concern that 
people will understand that items that have already been 
sanctified in service vessels can be transferred to non- 
sanctified status. 


LANGUAGE 
Weavers [mozerot] — niwi: This word is similar to the 
word for people who twist or splice. It refers to women 
who sat and wove ropes of flax by the moonlight while 
discussing local news and gossip. The text in the Jeru- 
salem Talmud refers to both motezrot, women who comb 
wool, and mozerot, women who weave flax. 
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NOTES 
He does not interpret the letter vav - W77 xb yn: Tosafot 
on Sanhedrin 14a explain that Rabbi Shimon generally does 
expound the letter vav, but he derives a different halakha from 
the letter vav in this case. 
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—_— HALAKHA | —_______- 
What does he do with her - ay mip 183: The husband states 
before his local court: | warned my wife not to seclude herself 
with so-and-so, and she then secluded herself with him, and 
hese are the witnesses. She claims that she is undefiled, and | 
want her to be evaluated by drinking the bitter water. The court 
hen hears the testimony of the witnesses. If their testimony is 
accepted, the court provides two Torah scholars to accompany 
he husband and wife on their journey to the Temple, in order 
o prevent them from engaging in sexual intercourse on the 
way (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:1). 


NOTES 

But on the way, unless there are three — KYNT TY J113 bax 
mwbw: The commentaries offer several reasons for the require- 
ment that there be an additional man during travel. First, on 
a long journey it is inevitable that one of them will need to 
relieve himself and will probably distance himself from the man 
and woman, so as to have privacy. Second, while in the city, if 
one man needs to leave for some time, the second man can 
leave as well, thereby avoiding seclusion with the woman; but 
on the road there is nowhere for the other man to go. Even if 
there were a way for the second man to distance himself from 
the woman, he would not do so out of fear for the woman's 
safety (Devar Shaul). 


38 SOTA- PEREKI: 7A: 39V p79 


So) WEN) eT Ty IN 
XDI 


lon NITA DIY a ws 


XPV N? 


aybin and mwiy sy 909 
pim Dipa inixag pt oa) 
KI Kaw DNDN ronan ny 
aya: WOK TNT D1 Te py 


KDY nbn KI -PN n A 
am n wI, pan yop 
bax ya xox iw xb an wx 
wy AWW NDT W - JVA 
TIS NYAN VA TD TM Ty 

YI DY TNA a 


TD KYD WT KIT ND 
ITI myy nhs 


After citing this baraita as proof for the ruling of Rav Sheshet, 
albeit from a different source, the Gemara questions how Rabbi 
Shimon could deny the ability of the woman’s merit to delay the 
sota punishment due to fear that it will discredit the whole sota 
rite, being that there is another case that prevents the bitter water 
from evaluating a woman, i.e., where witnesses in a country over- 
seas are able to testify. And Rabbi Shimon, granted that he does 
not interpret the letter vav," as he holds that its addition is not 
significant, and therefore he holds that her merit does not delay 
her punishment, but there is 


the case where there are witnesses for her in a country overseas 
who can testify that she engaged in sexual intercourse, when the 
bitter water will not evaluate her faithfulness. Therefore, Rabbi 
Shimon should be concerned that such a dispensation will result 
in the defamation of the untainted women who drank and were 
unaffected, as people will view them as guilty women who were 
not affected because there were witnesses overseas. 


The Gemara answers: The case of witnesses in a country overseas 
is not common, and therefore no one will assume that that is the 
reason why the woman was not affected. By contrast, a woman 
having merit is common. 


MISHNA The mishna details the procedure for 


administering the drinking of the bitter 
water of a sota. What does her husband do with her" after she 
secluded herself with the man about whom she had been warned? 
He brings her to the court that is found in that location, and 
the court provides him with two Torah scholars to accompany 
him, lest he engage in sexual intercourse with her on the way 
to the Temple, which is not only prohibited but will also prevent 
the bitter water from evaluating her. Rabbi Yehuda says: Her 
husband is trusted with regard to her, so there is no need to 
provide scholars to accompany him. 


GE M ARA The Gemara assumes that the require- 

ment for there to be two Torah scholars 
is to avoid the prohibition against a woman being alone with a 
man. The Gemara notes: Two additional men and he, the hus- 
band, are three people altogether. Let us say that this mishna 
supports the opinion of Rav, as Rav Yehuda says that Rav says: 
When they taught that it is permitted for a woman to be secluded 
with two men, they taught that this is permitted only in the town 
(see Kiddushin 80b). But on the way, when traveling, this is not 
permitted unless there are three’ men with the woman. The 
reason for this stringency is that if there are only two men with 
her, perhaps one will need to relieve himself and will seek 
privacy, and it will be found that one of them is in seclusion 
with a woman forbidden to him. 


The Gemara refutes this assumption: No, here, in the case of 
a sota, this is the reason why there is a requirement for two 
scholars, so that there are two witnesses with regard to her, 
i.e., there will be two witnesses to testify in the event that the 
husband engages in sexual intercourse with her on the way to 
the Temple. The reason is not to avoid the prohibition against 
her being alone with a man, as one scholar would suffice for that. 
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The mishna teaches that the husband is provided with Torah schol- 
ars. The Gemara further comments: Torah scholars, yes; anyone 
else, no. It is specifically Torah scholars who are provided to accom- 
pany the husband and wife. Let us say that this mishna supports 
another statement of Rav, as Rav Yehuda says that Rav says: When 
they taught that it is permitted for a woman to be secluded with two 
men, they taught that this is permitted only with regard to men of 
fit morals." But with regard to those of loose morals, she may not 
be secluded even with ten men. The Gemara adds: There was an 
incident and ten men carried out a woman on a bier, as if she were 
dead, and engaged in sexual intercourse with her. 


The Gemara refutes this assumption: No, here, in the case of a sota, 
this is the reason why there is a requirement for two scholars, that 
they know how to properly warn him’ not to engage in sexual 
intercourse with her. Therefore, this mishna does not support the 
opinion of Rav. 


§ The Gemara now discusses Rabbi Yehuda’s statement in the 
mishna. Rabbi Yehuda says: Her husband is trusted with regard to 
her. Itis taught in a baraita in the Tosefta (1:2): Rabbi Yehuda says: 
Her husband is trusted due to an a fortiori inference: And just as 
in the case of a menstruating woman, who is prohibited from 
engaging in sexual intercourse with her husband by penalty of karet, 
her husband is nevertheless trusted with regard to her, as he is 
permitted to seclude himself with her, so too, with regard to a sota, 
who is prohibited from engaging in sexual intercourse with her 
husband only by penalty of a prohibition, is it not all the more so 
that he should be trusted? 


And the Rabbis say: That provides support for the contrary opin- 
ion, as these considerations lead to the opposite conclusion. A 
menstruating woman is forbidden by penalty of karet. This is 
a stringent prohibition for him, and this is why he is trusted 
not to engage in sexual intercourse with her. By contrast, a sota is 
forbidden to him only by a prohibition. This is not a stringent 
prohibition to him, and he is therefore not trusted with her. 


The Gemara asks: And does Rabbi Yehuda in fact derive this 
halakha from an a fortiori inference? But Rabbi Yehuda derives it 
from a verse, as it is taught in a baraita: The verse: “Then shall 
the man bring his wife to the priest” (Numbers 5:15), teaches that 
by Torah law the man alone brings his wife to the Temple, but the 
Sages said: The court provides him with two Torah scholars to 
accompany him, lest he engage in sexual intercourse with her on 
the way to the Temple. 


The baraita records a second opinion. Rabbi Yosei says: Her hus- 
band is trusted with regard to her based on an a fortiori inference: 
And just as a menstruating woman, who is prohibited from engag- 
ing in sexual intercourse with her husband by penalty of karet, and 
her husband is nevertheless trusted with regard to her, then 
with regard to a sota, who is prohibited from engaging in sexual 
intercourse with her husband by penalty of only a prohibition, 
should he not all the more so be trusted? 


The Sages said to him: No, if you say that this is true with regard 
to amenstruating woman, the reason he is trusted is not due to the 
severity of the prohibition. Rather, he is trusted because she has 
the ability to become permitted to her husband after her menstrual 
flow has ceased and she has immersed in a ritual bath. Shall you also 
say that this is the case with regard to a sota, who potentially does 
not have the ability to become permitted to her husband due to her 
suspected adultery? And proof to the notion that people will more 
readily commit illicit acts that are permanently prohibited comes 
from the verse that states: “Stolen waters are sweet and bread 
eaten in secret is pleasing” (Proverbs 9:17). Consequently, there is 
a concern that the husband will engage in sexual intercourse with 
his sota wife if not accompanied by scholars. 


HALAKHA 


They taught only with regard to men of fit morals — x 
pws xdy 13%: A woman should not seclude herself with 
several men, unless the wife of one of the men is present. 
The Rema notes that there are those (Rosh) who hold 
that while in a town, one woman can seclude herself 
with two men of fit morals during the day, and he adds 
that most men meet this standard for purposes of this 
halakha. If they are in a field any time of the day or in 
a town at night, there needs to be a minimum of three 
men of fit morals. Some authorities permit one man to 
seclude himself with several women, provided that his 
profession is one that doesn't bring him into constant 
contact with women (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Issurei Bia 22:8; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 22:5). 


NOTES 
That they know how to warn him - ma mined WPT: 
A warning must include the specification ofthe prohibi- 
tion that will be transgressed and its punishment, and 
therefore not all have the knowledge to give a proper 
warning (see Tosafot). 
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HALAKHA 


They would bring her up to the Sanhedrin, etc. - 
nabina pT oad anin pyr: When the husband and 

wife arrive at the Sanhedrin in Jerusalem, the court 

threatens her without her husband present, to encour- 
age her to admit her sin. They also offer words of 
encouragement, such as: My daughter, wine and frivol- 
ity cause much immoral behavior. If she admits her sin 

or says: | will not drink, she is divorced and forfeits her 
rights to payment of her marriage contract (Rambam 

Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:2). 
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The baraita quotes a third opinion. Rabbi Yehuda says: By Torah law," 
the man alone brings his wife to the Temple, as is stated: “Then shall 
the man bring his wife to the priest.” This baraita states explicitly that 
Rabbi Yehuda derives this halakha from the verse itself, not from an a 
fortiori inference. 


The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yehuda first said to them the a fortiori 
inference, and they refuted it as mentioned above, and he then said to 
them the derivation from the verse. 


The Gemara clarifies: Apparently, the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda is the 
same as that of the first tanna in the baraita, who also cites the verse as 
proof that by Torah law the husband alone brings his wife to the priest. 
The Gemara explains: The difference between them concerns the fol- 
lowing clause: But the Sages said that the court provides him with two 
Torah scholars to accompany him. The first tanna holds that the Sages 
require two scholars to accompany the husband and wife, while Rabbi 
Yehuda holds that they do not. 


MI S HN A The mishna details the next stage of the process. 


They would bring her up to the Sanhedrin" 
that was in Jerusalem, and the judges would threaten her in order 
that she admit her sin. And this was done in the manner that they would 
threaten witnesses testifying in cases of capital law." In those cases, the 
judges would explain to the witnesses the gravity of their testimony by 
stressing the value of human life. Here too, the judges would attempt to 
convince the woman to admit her sin, to avoid the loss of her life. 


And additionally, the judge would say to her: My daughter, wine causes 
a great deal of immoral behavior, levity causes a great deal of immoral 
behavior, immaturity causes a great deal ofimmoral behavior, and bad 
neighbors cause a great deal of immoral behavior. The judge encour- 
aged her to admit her sin by explaining to her that he understands that 
there may have been mitigating factors. 


The judge then continues: Act for the sake of His great name, so that 
God’s name, which is written in sanctity, shall not be erased on the 
water. If the woman admits to having committed adultery, the scroll 
upon which the name of God is written will not be erased. And addition- 
ally, the judge says in her presence matters that are not worthy of being 
heard by her and all her father’s family,’ in order to encourage her to 
admit her sin, as the Gemara will explain. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: By Torah law — AYAT p Vai TA» 137: 
The Tosefot HaRosh does not include the phrase: By Torah law, in 
he statement of the leniency stated by Rabbi Yehuda (see Yagel 
his omission seems to be correct, as Rabbi Yehuda holds 
hat this is the halakha also by rabbinic law, not only by Torah 
aw. The version of the text here, which does include this phrase, 
can be explained according to what is written in the Jerusalem 
Talmud: Rabbi Yehuda says that despite the logical reasons to 
he contrary, there is a verse in the Torah teaching that a man is 
rusted to bring his sota wife to the Temple. Others explain that 
Rabbi Yehuda's rationale is based on the principle, propounded 
by the Taz among others, that the Sages did not have the ability 
o prohibit that which is explicitly permitted in the Torah. There- 
ore, due to the verse cited by Rabbi Yehuda, the Sages could not 
prohibit the husband alone to bring her despite the compelling 


Ya'akov). TI 


reason for the prohibition. 


NOTES 


And this was done in the manner that they would threaten 
witnesses testifying in cases of capital law — why pron 
mUD w by pax 1112: Tosefot Yom Tov explains that this 
should not be understood to mean that they threaten her with 
the same threats used in cases of capital law. Rather, just as the 
court threatens witnesses testifying in cases of capital law in more 
explicit terms than they do to those testifying in monetary cases, 
the sota is also extensively threatened. Others explain that since 
her drinking the bitter water involves possible death for her and 
her paramour, she is warned exactly as she would be in a case of 
capital law (Minhat Kenaot). 


Her and all her father’s family - ax ma nnswn bor xm: The 
Meiri explains that this is a figure of speech, indicating that what 
is said to her would be difficult for her to hear even if her entire 
family were present to support her. Rambam, in his Commentary 
on the Mishna, explains simply that her family is presumably with 
her and they also hear what is being said. 
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If after the judge’s warning she says: I am defiled, she writes a 
receipt for her marriage contract. That is, she writes a receipt 
indicating that she has no claims on her husband with regard to the 
sum written in her marriage contract, as a woman who admits to 
adultery forfeits her right to this payment. And she is then divorced 
from her husband. 


But if after the warning she maintains her innocence and says: I 
am pure, they bring her up to the Eastern Gate," which is at 
the opening of the Gate of Nicanor,” because three rites were 
performed there: They give the sota women the bitter water 
to drink," and they purify women who have given birth (see 
Leviticus 12:6-8), and they purify the lepers" (see Leviticus 
14:10-20). 


The mishna continues describing the sota rite. And the priest grabs 
hold" of her clothing" and pulls them, unconcerned about what 
happens to the clothing. If the clothes are torn," so they are torn; 
if the stitches come apart, so they come apart. And he pulls her 
clothing until he reveals her heart, i.e., her chest. And then he 
unbraids her hair. Rabbi Yehuda says: If her heart was attractive 
he would not reveal it, and if her hair was attractive he would 
not unbraid it. 


If she was dressed in white" garments, he would now cover her 
with black garments. If she was wearing gold adornments, 


NOTES 


To the Eastern Gate, etc. — ^9) nwan aye: This language is 
somewhat difficult as two different gates are mentioned, and 
there are several versions of the text of the mishna. According 
to Rashi, she is first brought up to the Eastern Gate, which is 
the outer gate of the women's courtyard, and then she is lead 
to Gate of Nicanor, which is the gate to the Israelite courtyard. 
Alternatively, the Kaftor VaFerah explains that the Eastern Gate is 
the Gate of Nicanor. 


Because there they give the sota women to drink - ppwn oww 
Niview ny: The reason lepers and women who have given birth 
are purified at the Eastern Gate is obvious, as they are still impure 
and cannot enter further into the Temple. However, the reason the 
sota drinks there is not clear. It has been proposed that because 
her hair is uncovered and her clothes torn, it would be disgraceful 
and improper to bring her into the Temple itself (Minha Hareva). 


They bring her up to the Eastern Gate - aww ais pwa 
mwan: If the woman insists that she was faithful, she is brought 
to the Eastern Gate of the Temple courtyard, where she is led 
to and fro in order to fatigue her, so that she will admit her sin. 
If she continues to maintain her innocence, she is led to the 
outside of the Eastern Gate, where she remains standing until 
the next stage of the process (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot 
Sota 3:3-4). 


And they purify the lepers — pyyisan ny pen: During the 
purification process of a leper, he stands outside the Israelite 
courtyard, in front of the eastern entrance, at the lintel of the 
Gate of Nicanor, facing west. This is where all those who have not 
yet brought an atonement offering to complete the purification 


HALAKHA — 


And the priest grabs hold — mix i131: The Tosefta (1:7) states 
that this priest was chosen by drawing lots, and any priest who 
is chosen, even the High Priest, is obligated to perform the task. 


If the clothes are torn, etc. — 1313777) ON: The Gemara uses two 
terms to describe the ripping of the clothing, keria and ferima, 
which are translated in the text as tearing and the forcing apart of 
stitches respectively, in line with Rabbeinu Hananel’s explanation 
of the Gemara. In the context of this Gemara, however, a num- 
ber of other explanations are given in the commentaries. Rashi 
explains that keria is ripping one large tear, while ferima means 
tearing into small pieces. The Meiri and Rambam’s Commentary 
on the Mishna explain that keria is ripping one large tear in the 
front of the garment and ferima is causing several small tears on 
the side of the garment. Others explain that keria is a vertical tear 
and ferimais a lateral tear (Tosefot Yom Tov). 


process stand at the time they are being purified, and there a sota 
drinks the bitter water (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei 
Kappara 4:2). 


The priest grabs hold of her clothing - 734.3 tix y3: After 
God's name is erased into the water, the priest, chosen by lot 
(Mishne LaMelekh), grabs hold of the clothing of the sota and pulls 
them off until he exposes her chest, and he uncovers and unbraids 
her hair (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:11). 


If she was dressed in white - mda mana ANT: If she was 
dressed in white garments, she would put on black garments. 
If the black clothing enhances her appearance, she is clothed in 
garments that cause her to appear unattractive (Rambam Sefer 
Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:4). 


BACKGROUND 

Gate of Nicanor — 11392 Www: The Gate of Nicanor is 
well known for the beauty of its copper doors, as well 
as for the miracles that occurred while the doors were 
being transported by ship from Egypt. This gate stood at 
the main entrance to the Temple, and it was the site of 
rituals that had to be performed as close to the Temple 
as possible without being inside the Temple. 


Gate of Nicanor 
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Chokers [katliyot] - nihon: The source of this word is 
the Latin catella, referring to a chain that is hung around 
the neck. 


BACKGROUND 
Egyptian rope - syn ban: This is a coarse rope that is gen- 
erally fashioned of peels of willow leaves or palm fibers. 
Some explain that it is a rope that is brought from Egypt 
(Tosefot Yom Tov). 


Dry poison — wa» oD: Most medicines and poisons that 
are put on the skin do not act until they penetrate into the 
blood stream. If the skin is unbroken and free from wounds 
they will remain on the surface and have no effect. In a 
similar manner, the bitter water will have no effect on a 
woman who is free from sin. 


NOTES 


And the Gemara raises a contradiction — 1132: The com- 
mentaries note that this is not the standard usage of this 
term, as there is no contradiction between the mishna and 
the Tosefta, as the Tosefta merely adds that the sota is also 
encouraged to drink (Keren Ora). Others add one could even 
infer this halakha from the wording of the mishna, as it says 
that the court warns the sota as witnesses are warned in 
cases of capital law, where the witnesses are warned that 
they must testify if they know the truth (Torat HaKenaot). 
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HALAKHA 


Nose rings or finger rings, etc. — 131 Niyawy ot: All the 
jewelry of the sota is removed in preparation for her drinking 


(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:4). 


Would bring an Egyptian rope - ‘17 ban xan: The priest 
brings an Egyptian rope after he has uncovered her hair and 
torn her clothes. If an Egyptian rope is not available, he brings 
a rope of any kind and ties it above her chest so that her clothes 


won't fall off (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:11). 
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or chokers [katliyot],' or nose rings, or finger rings," they 
removed them from her in order to render her unattractive. And 
afterward the priest would bring an Egyptian rope™ fashioned 
from palm fibers, and he would tie it above her breasts. 


And anyone who desires to watch" her may come to watch, 
except for her slaves and maidservants," who are not permitted 
to watch because her heart is emboldened by them, as seeing 
one’s slaves reinforces one’s feeling of pride, and their presence 
may cause her to maintain her innocence. And all of the women" 
are permitted to watch her, as it is stated: “Thus will I cause 
lewdness to cease out of the land, that all women may be taught 
not to do after your lewdness” (Ezekiel 23:48). 


G E M ARA The Gemara asks concerning the halakha 

that the sota is brought before the Sanhed- 
rin: From where are these matters derived? Rabbi Hiyya bar 
Gamda says that Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, says: This 
is derived by means of a verbal analogy between the words “tora” 
and “tora.” Itis written here, with regard to a sota: “And the priest 
shall execute upon her all this law [tora]” (Numbers 5:30), and 
it is written there, with regard to a rebellious Elder, who must go 
to the place chosen by God and follow the ruling of the Sanhedrin: 


“According to the law [tora] that they shall teach you” (Deuter- 


onomy 17:11). Just as there the verse is referring to what occurs in 
the presence of the Sanhedrin of seventy-one judges, so too here, 
with regard to a sota, the verse is referring to what occurs in the 
presence of the Sanhedrin of seventy-one judges. 


§ The mishna teaches: And they threaten her in order that she 
admit her sin, to obviate the need to erase God’s name. And 
the Gemara raises a contradiction’ from that which was taught 
in a baraita in the Tosefta (1:6): In the same manner that they 
threaten her so that she will not drink, so too, they threaten her 
so that she will drink," as they say to her: My daughter, if the 
matter is clear to you that you are pure, arise for the sake of your 
clear position and drink. If you are innocent you have nothing to 
fear, because the bitter water is similar only to a dry poison® 
placed on the flesh. If there is a wound there, the poison will 
penetrate and enter the blood stream, but if there is no wound 
there, it does not have any effect. This teaches that the woman 
is warned not to drink if she is guilty, but if she is not guilty she 
is encouraged to drink. There is no mention of the latter in the 
mishna. 


The Gemara answers: This is not difficult. Here the mishna is 
referring to before the scroll was erased, and at that point the 
woman is warned only not to drinkif she is guilty, so that the name 
of God will not be erased. There the baraita is referring to after 
the scroll was erased. Then she is warned that if she is innocent 
she should drink because if she now refuses to drink, it will turn 
out that the scroll was erased for no purpose. 


Anyone who desires to watch — niet ayintbe: Anyone who 
desires to watch the sota rite may do so (Rambam Sefer Nashim, 


Hilkhot Sota 3:5). 


Except for her slaves and maidservants - payna yin 
mMninaw: The slaves and maidservants of a sota are not per- 
mitted to be present during the sota rite, as their presence may 
embolden her to falsely maintain her innocence (Rambam Sefer 


Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:6). 


And all of the women, etc. — 13) DWT bor: All the women 
present in the Temple when a sota is given to drink are obli- 
gated to watch (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:5). 


They threaten her so that she will drink - pw pasa 
mmwnw: A sota is encouraged to drink. The judges tell her that 
if she is innocent she need not worry because the bitter water 
harms only those who sinned (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot 
Sota 4:5). 
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§ The mishna teaches: And the judge says in her presence" matters 
that are not worthy of being heard by her and all her father’s family 
in order to encourage her to admit her sin. The Gemara cites a baraita 
that details what was said. The Sages taught in a baraita: The judge 
says in her presence words of homiletical interpretation and 
mentions incidents that happened to previous generations that 
are recorded in the early prophetic writings." For example, they 
expound the following verse: “That wise men told and did not hide 
from their fathers” (Job 15:18); this teaches that even during the 
time of the forefathers, there were people who admitted their sins 
despite the shame they incurred. 


For example, Judah admitted that he sinned with Tamar and was 
not embarrassed to do so, and what was his end? He inherited the 
life of the World-to-Come. Reuben admitted that he lay with his 
father’s concubine Bilhah and was not embarrassed, and what was 
his end? He too inherited the life of the World-to-Come. The 
Gemara asks: And what is their reward? The Gemara interjects: 
What is their reward? Their reward was clearly as we say, that they 
inherited the life of the World-to-Come. The Gemara clarifies: 
Rather, the second question was: What is their reward in this 
world? The Gemara answers by citing the next verse in the book of 
Job: “To them alone the land was given, and no stranger passed 
among them” (Job 15:19). Judah was given the kingship, and Reuben 
inherited a portion of land in the Transjordan before the other tribes. 


The Gemara questions the source for Reuben’s admission. Granted, 
with regard to Judah we have found a source that he admitted his 
sin with Tamar, as it is written: “And Judah acknowledged them 
and said: She is more righteous than I” (Genesis 38:26). Judah 
admitted that he was the one who had impregnated Tamar. But from 
where do we derive that Reuben admitted his sin? 


The Gemara answers: It is as Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani says that 
Rabbi Yohanan says: What is the meaning of that which is written 
concerning Reuben and Judah in Moses’ blessing of the tribes at the 
end of his life: “Let Reuben live and not die in that his men become 
few” (Deuteronomy 33:6), and immediately afterward, in the follow- 
ing verse, it is stated: “And this for Judah, and he said: Hear, Lord, 
the voice of Judah, and bring him in unto his people; his hands shall 


contend for him, and You shall be a help against his adversaries” 


(Deuteronomy 33:7). What is the connection between the blessing 
of Reuben and that of Judah, juxtaposed with the conjunction “and”? 


Rabbi Yohanan says: All those years that the Jewish people were 

in the desert, the bones of Judah, which the Jewish people took 
with them from Egypt along with the bones of his brothers, were 

rolling around in the coffin, until Moses arose and asked for com- 
passion on Judah's behalf. Moses said before God: Master of the 

Universe, who served as the impetus for Reuben that he admit his 

sin, through which he merited a blessing and was not excluded from 

the count of the twelve sons of Jacob (see Genesis 35:22)? It was 

Judah," as Reuben saw him confess his sin, and thereby did the same. 
Moses continues in the next verse: “And this for Judah,” as if to say: 
Is this Judah’s reward for serving as an example of confessing to one’s 

sins, that his bones roll around? 


NOTES 


HALAKHA 

And the judge says in her presence, etc. - Vix) 
^D T: When the sota is brought before the court, 
they tell her: Great and important people were over- 
come by their desires and transgressed. They recount 
to her the episodes of Judah and Tamar, Reuben and 
Bilhah, and Amnon and Tamar, as written in the Bible, 
without interpretation. This is in order to encourage 
her to admit her sin (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot 
Sota 3:2). 


The Rambam adds that at least some of these stories are 


And incidents that happened that are in the early writings, 
etc. -^D DONNI Dn YPN DWY: Rashi and the Meiri 
explain this phrase to mean that the priests cite examples of 
people who admitted their sins. However, the Rambam explains 
that the priests cite instances where great people sinned in 
sexual matters, e.g., Judah and Tamar, Reuben and Bilhah, David 
and Bathsheba, and Amnon and Tamar. This is to encourage 
the sota to come to terms with her actions if she is guilty so 
that she will confess. 


told as they are written in the Torah, without the exposition of 
the Sages, whose interpretations often minimized the severity 
of the sins, e.g., the priests explain that Reuben only moved his 
father’s bed out of the tent of Bilhah. Apparently, the Rambam 
understood the mishna's statement: They say matters that she 
is not worthy of hearing, as meaning that they tell her stories 
from the Bible in a way in which it is not proper to be heard, i.e., 
without the rabbinic interpretation. This is especially notable 


when one takes into consideration that some of these episodes 
were not translated into Aramaic, the vernacular, when they 
were publicly taught, as were all other verses (see Megilla 25a). 


Who served as the impetus for Reuben that he admit his 
sin, Judah - maya TiTe ya Ory a: Although the Sages 
teach that Reuben fasted and repented to atone for his sin even 
before the incident with Judah and Tamar, he did not admit his 
sin in public until he saw Judah do so. 
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Sockets [shafa] — 


LANGUAGE 


ing a jar, bin, or box. 
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Immediately after Moses prayed, the verse states: “Hear, Lord, the 
voice of Judah” (Deuteronomy 33:7). His bones then entered their 
sockets [shafa],' and his skeleton was reassembled. But the angels 
still did not elevate him into the heavenly study hall. Moses then 
prayed: “And bring him in unto his people” (Deuteronomy 33:7), 
i.e., those in the heavenly study hall. This prayer was accepted, but 
he still did not know how to deliberate in Torah matters with the 
heavenly sages. Moses then prayed: “His hands shall contend for 
him” (Deuteronomy 33:7), meaning that he should have the ability 
to contend with them in study. But still he was unable to draw 
conclusions from his discussion in accordance with the halakha. 
Moses then prayed: “And You shall be a help against his adversaries” 
(Genesis 33:7). 


The Gemara discusses the propriety of admitting one’s sins in public. 
Granted, with regard to Judah, it was proper that he admitted his 
sin in public, as he did so in order that Tamar not be burned inno- 
cently. But why did Reuben admit his sin in public? But didn’t Rav 
Sheshet say: I consider one who specifies his sins in public to be 
brazen," as one who does so indicates that he is not embarrassed 
by his actions? The Gemara answers: The reason he admitted his 
sin in public was in order that his brothers should not be suspected 
of having committed the deed. 


§ The mishna teaches: If after the judge’s warning she says: I am 
defiled, she writes a receipt for her marriage contract. The Gemara 
comments: You can learn from this mishna that one writes a receipt 
to serve as proof that a debt has been paid rather than tearing the 
promissory note. This matter is the subject of a dispute between the 
tanna’im in tractate Bava Batra (170b). 


Abaye said: Teach in the mishna differently. Rather than understand- 
ing that she writes a receipt, explain it to mean: She tears" her mar- 
riage contract. Rava said to him: But the mishna teaches explicitly 
that she writes a receipt. Rather, to explain the mishna, Rava said: 
We are dealing with a place in which they do not write a marriage 
contract, as they rely on the rabbinical ordinance that all wives 
are entitled to the sum of a standard marriage contract upon divorce 
or being widowed, even if no marriage contract has been written. 
Because there is no marriage contract to tear, a receipt is written so 
that the man can prove that he no longer has a monetary obligation. 
However, generally, it is possible that the document would be torn, 
and no proof can be adduced from this mishna. 


§ The mishna teaches: But if after the warning she maintains her 
innocence and says: I am pure, they would bring her up to the 
Eastern Gate. The Gemara asks: Would they bring her up? 


NOTES 


| consider one who specifies his sins in public to be bra- 
Zen — PRUT DDT by sym: The Tosefot HaRosh (Berakhot 34b) 
explains that there is a distinction between a transgression done 
in public, for which one should confess in public in order to add 
shame as an element of one’s repentance, and a transgression 
done in private, for which a public admission could be interpreted 
as a brazen statement that one is not embarrassed by his actions. 
The lyyun Ya'akov notes that based on the same principle, those 
condemned to death are told to publicly admit to their sins, for 


| consider one who specifies his sins in public to be brazen - 
PRUT DIDNT by Pyn: It is proper that one who repents should 
admit the details of his sin not only before God, but in public. 
When is this principle applicable? Only with regard to transgres- 
sions against one’s fellow man; but with regard to transgressions 
against God it is an act of brazenness to publicly divulge one’s 
transgressions. According to the Ra’avad and others, if his trans- 


HALAKHA 


once one has been judged and their sins are now a matter of 
public record, it is proper to atone publicly. 


Teach she tears — nyy vm: While the term shoveret, in the 
context of documents of monetary obligations, means to write 
a receipt, Abaye suggests that it should be understood here in 
line with its more global meaning of breaking. According to this 
explanation, the mishna would mean that the marriage contract 
itself is broken, i.e., physically torn (Shita Mekubbetzet). 


gression against God was public knowledge, it is proper that 
he admit to it in public so as to publicize his repentance. Public 
confessions that are said by a congregation in unison are not 
subject to this principle, and may be said in any case (Rambam 
Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Teshuva 2:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
607:2, and in the comment of Rema; see Magen Avraham and 
Taz there). 
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She is already standing there in the Temple courtyard, as that is 
where the Sanhedrin sits. The Gemara answers: This teaches that 
they would bring her up" and would bring her down repeatedly in 
order to fatigue her, with the hope that her worn-down mental 
state will lead to her confession. This was also done with witnesses 
testifying in cases of capital law, as it is taught in the Tosefta (San- 
hedrin 9:1): Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says: In cases of capital law, 
the court brings the witnesses" from one place to another place 
in order to confuse them so that they will retract their testimony 
if they are lying. 


§ The mishna teaches: Because there, at the Eastern Gate, they 

give the sota women the bitter water to drink, and there the lepers 

and women who have given birth are purified. The Gemara asks: 

Granted, the sota women are given the bitter water to drink there, 
as it is written: “And the priest shall stand the woman before the 

Lord” (Numbers 5:18)," and the Eastern Gate is directly opposite 

the Sanctuary, which is the area referred to as “before the Lord.” 
Similarly, with regard to lepers as well, this is as it is written: “And 

the priest that cleans him shall set the man that is to be cleansed, 
and those things, before the Lord” (Leviticus 14:11). But what is the 

reason that a woman who has given birth must also be purified 

there? 


The Gemara suggests: If we say it is because of the requirement for 
the women who have given birth to come and stand over their 
offerings, as it is taught in a baraita: The offering of a person is 
brought only" if he stands over it while it is being sacrificed, and 
that is why they stand at this gate, which is as close to the sacrifice 
as they are permitted to be while they are ritually impure. If that is 
so, then the same halakha should apply to men who experience a 
gonorrhea-like discharge [zavim] and women who experience a 
discharge of uterine blood after their menstrual period [zavot]" 
as well. They are also ritually impure while their offerings are sacri- 
ficed. Why would the mishna then specify women who have given 
birth? The Gemara answers: Yes, it is indeed so, and the tanna 
cited one of them, and the same halakha applies to all others in that 


category. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita in the Tosefta (1:6): Two sota 
women are not given to drink simultaneously," in order that 
the heart of each one not be emboldened by the other, as there is 
a concern that when one sees that the other woman is not confess- 
ing, she will maintain her innocence even if she is guilty. Rabbi 
Yehuda says: This is not for that reason. Rather, it is because the 
verse states: “And the priest shall bring her [ota] near and stand 
her before the Lord” (Numbers 5:16). Rabbi Yehuda explains his 
inference: The word “ota” indicates her alone, and therefore there 
is a Torah edict not to have two women drink the bitter water 
simultaneously. 


The Gemara asks: And as for the first tanna, isn’t it written “ota”? 
The Gemara answers: The first tanna is actually Rabbi Shimon, 
who interprets the reasons of halakhot written in verses, and he is 
saying: What is the reason? What is the reason the Torah requires 
her alone, that each sota drink individually? In order that the heart 
of each woman not be emboldened by the other. 


The Gemara asks: What is the difference between them? Why 
should it matter if this halakha is due to a logical reasoning or due 
to a Torah edict? The Gemara answers: The difference between 
them is in a case where one of the women is trembling" from fear. 
Since she has obviously not been emboldened by the presence of 
the other, Rabbi Shimon would allow her to be given to drink at the 
same time as the other. 


HALAKHA 


They would bring her up - ab jpn: If the sota maintains 
her innocence before the court, she is brought up to the 
Eastern Gate, and she is then brought from place to place in 
order to fatigue her so that she will admit to her sin (Ram- 
bam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:3). 


Brings the witnesses, etc. — 131 DTT ny py: When 
investigating the testimony of witnesses in cases of capital 
aw, the judges should abruptly shift the topic of their ques- 
ions in an attempt to confuse the witnesses and catch them 
in an inconsistency or falsehood. The Kesef Mishne notes 
hat this is the Rambam's interpretation of: The witnesses 
are brought from place to place (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, 
Hilkhot Edut 1:4). 


The offering of a person is brought only, etc. — i227) prs 
3) xox a7? ois bw: A person's offering cannot be sacrificed 
if he is not standing over it. Therefore, non-priestly watches 
were instituted so that Israelite representatives would be 
present on behalf of the entire people during the offering 
of communal sacrifices (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei 
HaMikdash 6:1). 


Zavim and zavot, etc. — 3) nian pat: A leper, and all others 
lacking atonement, such as zavim, zavot, and women who 
have given birth, stand outside the Israelite courtyard, at the 
opening of the Gate of Nicanor (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 4:2). 


Two sota women are not given to drink simultaneously — 
DNS Mivip nw ppn pr: It is a Torah edict that two sota 
women are not given to drink simultaneously, even if one 
is trembling, as the halakha is not in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot 
Sota 4:2). 


——_——————___ NOTES 
Before the Lord -’7 nab: Rashi explains that although there 
were a total of seven gates to the courtyard, the Gate of Nica- 
nor was considered “before the Lord,’ as it was the main gate 
hrough which people entered. Others explain that the Gate 
of Nicanor most resembled the placement of the solitary 
gate found in the Tabernacle, which was likewise located on 
he east side. It appears that the Rambam understands that 
he Eastern Gate and the Gate of Nicanor were considered 
before the Lord” because they stood directly opposite the 
Holy of Holies. 


n 


The difference between them is in a case where one of 
the women is trembling [rotetet] - NDD wya KXN: 
Rashi explains that in such a case, the woman who is trem- 
bling is clearly not emboldened by the presence of the 
other woman, and therefore she is able to drink along with 
another woman. However, Tosefot HaRosh asks: In such a 
case, what would allow for the woman who is not trem- 
bling to drink in the presence of a trembling woman, as 
one should be concerned that she will be emboldened to 
persist in her denial due to the presence of another woman? 
Tosefot HaRosh explains that the text of the Gemara should 
be emended to read rotetot, in the plural, indicating that 
only in a case where both women are trembling may they 
be given to drink simultaneously. The Devar Shaul answers in 
support of Rashi’s explanation that in an instance where one 
woman is trembling, the other woman will certainly not be 
emboldened to remain defiant, and in fact it may influence 
her to admit to her guilt. 
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NOTES 
One does not perform mitzvot in bundles - pwiy px 
nivan nan Min: Rashi explains that in doing so, 
one appears as if he considered mitzvot to be a burden 
that he hastens to unload. Alternatively, the Mitzpe 
Eitan here cites Tosafot on Moed Katan 8b: The reason 
one should not perform mitzvot in bundles is because 
performing more than one mitzva at a time will pre- 
vent one from having the proper focus. 


And uncover [para] - y151: The Hebrew term para has 
two meanings. It can mean to uncover or it can mean 
to disarrange that which was orderly. Both of these 
meanings apply to the sota. Her hair is uncovered by 
removing the covering on her head, and her body is 
uncovered by the tearing of some of her clothes. Also, 
her hair is disarranged by untying her braids and mak- 
ing her hair disheveled. 


HALAKHA 


Two lepers are not purified simultaneously — p 
DDN pyrivia mw paan: Two lepers are not purified 
simultaneously because one does not perform mitz- 
vot in bundles (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat 
Tzara‘at 11:6). 


Two slaves are not pierced simultaneously — px 
DNS DAY W pyyin: The ears of two slaves are not 
pierced simultaneously because one does not per- 
form mitzvot in bundles (Rambam Sefer Kinyan, Hilkhot 
Avadim 3:9). 


Two heifers do not have their necks broken simulta- 
neously — nna niby MW poriy px: Two heifers do 

not have their necks broken simultaneously because 

one does not perform mitzvot in bundles (Rambam 

Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Rotze‘ah UShmirat HaNefesh 10:5). 


A man is stoned while naked, etc. - ony bpo) WONT 
^): Before the stoning of a condemned man, his 
clothes are removed and his genitals are covered in 
front. Condemned women are stoned while enrobed 
in a cloak (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 
15:1). 
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The Gemara asks: And if she is trembling, can the court give her to 
drink at the same time as the other? But there is a general principle 
that one does not perform mitzvot in bundles,” as one who does so 
appears as if the mitzvot are a burden upon him, and he is trying to 
finish with them as soon as possible. 


As we learned in a baraita: Two sota women are not given to drink 
simultaneously, and two lepers are not purified simultaneously," 
and two slaves are not pierced simultaneously," and two heifers do 
not have their necks broken simultaneously," because one does 
not perform mitzvot in bundles. Accordingly, even Rabbi Shimon 
would agree that under no circumstances can a priest give two sota 
women to drink simultaneously. How, then, can the Gemara say that 
a trembling woman can be given to drink together with another sota? 


Abaye said, and some say it was Rav Kahana who said: This is not 
difficult. Here, the second baraita, which says that it is prohibited to 
give two sota women to drink simultaneously because one does not 
perform mitzvot in bundles, is speaking with regard to one priest. 
There, Rabbi Shimon in the first baraita, who permits a trembling sota 
to be given to drink together with another sota, is speaking with regard 
to two priests. Since no individual priest is giving two women to drink 
simultaneously, mitzvot are not being performed in bundles. 


§ The mishna teaches: And the priest grabs hold of her clothing and 
pulls them until he reveals her heart, and he unbraids her hair. The 
Gemara cites the source for these acts. The Sages taught: The verse 
states: “And the priest shall stand the woman before the Lord and 
uncover" the woman’s head” (Numbers 5:18). From this verse I have 
derived only that he uncovers her head; from where do I derive that 
he uncovers her body? The verse states: “The woman,” rather than 
just stating: And uncovers her head. This indicates that the woman’s 
body should be uncovered as well. If so, what is the meaning when 
the verse states specifically: “And uncover her head”? Once it has 
stated that he uncovers the woman, it is already apparent that she, 
including her hair, is uncovered. It teaches that the priest not only 
uncovers her hair but also unbraids her hair. 


The mishna continues by citing that Rabbi Yehuda says: If her heart 
was attractive he would not reveal it, and if her hair was attractive he 
would not unbraid it. The Gemara asks: Is this to say that Rabbi 
Yehuda, who maintains that it is prohibited to uncover an attractive 
woman, is concerned about onlookers having sexual thoughts, and 
the Rabbis, who permit it, are not concerned about this? 


But we have heard the opposite from them, as it is taught in the 
Tosefta (Sanhedrin 9:6): Although a man condemned to stoning is 
stoned unclothed, the court covers him with one small piece of mate- 
rial in front of him, to obscure his genitals, and they cover a woman 
with two small pieces of material, one in front of her and one behind 
her, because all of her loins are nakedness, as her genitals are visible 
both from the front and from the back. This is the statement of 
Rabbi Yehuda. And the Rabbis say: A man is stoned while naked,” 
but a woman is not stoned while naked, but fully clothed. Apparently, 
Rabbi Yehuda is not concerned that the onlookers seeing the woman 
unclothed will lead to sexual thoughts, but the Rabbis are concerned 
about this. 


Rabba said: What is the reason here, with regard to a sota, that Rabbi 

Yehuda is concerned? Perhaps the sota will leave the court having 
been proven innocent, and the young priests in the Temple who saw 
her partially naked will become provoked by the sight of her. There, 
in the case of a woman who is stoned, she departs from this world by 
being stoned and there is no concern for sexual thoughts. The Gemara 

comments: And if you would say that the fact that she is killed is 

irrelevant to their sexual thoughts, as the onlookers will be provoked 

with regard to other women, this is not a concern. As didn’t Rava say: 
It is learned as a tradition that the evil inclination controls only that 

which a person's eyes see. 
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Rava said: Is the contradiction between one statement of Rabbi 
Yehuda and the other statement of Rabbi Yehuda difficult, while 
the contradiction between one statement of the Rabbis and the 
other statement of the Rabbis is not difficult? There is also an 
apparent contradiction between the two rulings of the Rabbis, as 
with regard to a sota, they are not concerned about sexual thoughts, 
but with regard to a woman who is stoned they are. Rather, Rava 
said: The contradiction between one statement of Rabbi Yehuda 
and the other statement of Rabbi Yehuda is not difficult, as we 
answered above. 


The contradiction between one ruling of the Rabbis and the other 
ruling of the Rabbis is not difficult as well. Here, with regard to a 
sota, what is the reason that her hair and body are uncovered? 
Because of what is stated in the verse, that other women should 
be warned: “Thus will I cause lewdness to cease out of the land, 
that all women may be chastened not to do after your lewdness” 
(Ezekiel 23:48). There, with regard to stoning, you have no greater 
chastening than seeing this stoning itself. 


And if you would say that two forms of chastening, both stoning 
and humiliation, should be done with her, Rav Nahman said 
that Rabba bar Avuh said: The verse states: “You shall love your 
neighbor as yourself” (Leviticus 19:18), teaching that even with 
regard to acondemned prisoner, select a good, i.e., a compassionate, 
death for him. Therefore, when putting a woman to death by 
stoning, she should not be humiliated in the process. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that the statement of Rav Nahman 
is a dispute between tanna’im, and according to Rabbi Yehuda there 
is no mitzva to select a compassionate death. The Gemara refutes 
this: No, it may be that everyone agrees with the opinion of Rav 
Nahman, and here they disagree about this: One Sage, i.e., the 
Rabbis, holds: Minimizing one’s degradation is preferable to him 
than minimizing his physical pain. Therefore, the Rabbis view the 
more compassionate death as one without degradation, even if 
wearing clothes will increase the pain of the one being executed, as 
the clothes will absorb the blow and prolong death. And one Sage, 
Rabbi Yehuda, holds that minimizing physical pain is preferable 
to a person than minimizing his degradation, and therefore the 
one being executed prefers to be stoned unclothed, without any 
chance of the clothing prolonging the death, although this adds to 
the degradation. 


§ The mishna teaches: If she was dressed in white garments, he 
would cover her with black garments. A Sage taught: If black 
garments are becoming to her," then she is covered in unsightly 
garments. 


The mishna teaches: If she was wearing gold adornments or other 
jewelry, they are removed from her. The Gemara asks: Isn’t this 

obvious? Now that the priest renders her unattractive by uncover- 
ing her and dressing her in unsightly garments, is it necessary to 

teach that they remove these adornments from her? The Gemara 

answers: Lest you say that with these adornments on her, she has 

more degradation, as people say in a known aphorism: Undressed, 
naked, and wearing shoes. This means that a naked person who 

wears shoes emphasizes the fact that he is naked. Perhaps one would 

think that by a sota wearing jewelry, her nakedness is emphasized 

and her degradation is amplified. Therefore, the mishna teaches us 

that this is not so. 


HALAKHA 


If black garments are becoming to her - minw vy 
ab Dea: A sota who was accustomed to wearing white 
garments is dressed in black. If the black garments 
enhance her appearance, she is dressed in in a man- 
ner that renders her unattractive (Rambam Sefer Nashim, 
Hilkhot Sota 3:4). 


NATN PID - SOTA: PEREK I: 8B 


47 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


NOTES 


Egyptian rope — iat ban: The Jerusalem Talmud notes 
that an Egyptian rope and an Egyptian basket (see 14a) are 
significant in that they were selected to allude to the fact 
that the sota engaged in immoral sexual behavior, which, 
in the Bible, is described as a characteristic of the Egyptian 
people (see Leviticus, chapter 18). 


Will preclude [ye‘akkev] — Aay*w: Tosafot and Tosefot 
HaRosh question why there would be any reason to think 
that a sota rite lacking an Egyptian rope should be invalid. 
After all, the absence of uncovering of the sota, which 
is mentioned in the verse, does not preclude the ritual 
from being valid. Tosefot HaRosh explains that the word 
yeakkey, in this context, is not to be understood according 
to its standard meaning, that not using it will preclude 
the rite from being valid. Rather, it should be understood 
according to the standard meaning of the related word 
ikkuv, meaning delay, and the question of the Gemara is 
whether the priest should delay the performance of the 
rite in order to bring an Egyptian rope. 


And women are obligated to watch her - nia»n mw) 
amie: The Gemara’s conclusion that there is an obliga- 
tion incumbent upon women to watch the rite seems to 
contradict the expression in the mishna: And women are 
permitted to watch. Accordingly one must understand 
that the statement of the mishna is either as a contrast to 
the slaves, who are not permitted to watch, or should be 
understood as: Once they are permitted to watch, they 
must do so (Melekhet Shlomo; Tiferet Yisrael). 


With a measure by God has not ceased — xb mma 
Dya: The /yyun Ya'akov explains that this principle: With 
a measure, is applicable to a sota in present times as well. 
Although the bitter water is no longer given, adulterers 
and those who exhibit immodest behavior will eventually 
be punished in a manner similar to their actions. 


LANGUAGE 
Ribbon [tziltzul] - baby: The sources indicate that the 
tziltzul is an ornamental belt or ribbon that is worn like 
a belt. Some explain that the word resembles the word 
shalshelet, meaning chain, with the letter tzadi replacing 
the letter shin, and it refers to a thin chain or braided belt. 


HALAKHA 
A small ribbon, etc. — 131 op baby: She is tied ab initio 
using an Egyptian rope. However, if one is not available, 
any type of rope can be used. The rope is tied above her 
breasts so that her clothes do not fall off, in accordance 
with the conclusion of the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Nashim, 
Hilkhot Sota 3:11). 


Women are obligated to watch her - ain Mian ow: 
All the women who are in the Temple are obligated to 
watch the humiliation of the sota in order to be cautioned 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:5). 
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The mishna continues: And afterward the priest would bring 
an Egyptian rope, and he would tie it above her breasts. Rabbi 
Abba raised a dilemma before Rav Huna: What is the halakha 
as to whether the lack of an Egyptian rope’ will preclude" the 
performance of the rite with regard to a sota? Does any means 
of tying suffice? Perhaps the primary function of the rope is so 
that her clothes will not fall off her, and therefore even a small 
ribbon [tziltzul]'" would also suffice. Or, perhaps the rope is 
used because of what the Master said: She girded herself with a 
comely ribbon when she committed her transgression, and there- 
fore the priest brings specifically an Egyptian rope, which is 
coarse, and ties it above her breasts. If that is the case, then the 
Egyptian rope should be indispensable. 


Rav Huna said to him: You learned the answer to this dilemma 
in a baraita that teaches: And afterward the priest would bring an 
Egyptian rope and he would tie it above her breasts, so that her 
clothes would not fall off her. The baraita states that the use of 
an Egyptian rope is primarily for holding up her clothing, and 
therefore use of specifically Egyptian rope is not essential. 


§ The mishna teaches: And anyone who desires to watch her 
may watch, except for her slaves and maidservants, who are not 
permitted to watch because her heart is emboldened by them. And 
all of the women are permitted to watch her. The Gemara com- 
ments: This matter is itself difficult, as there is an internal contra- 
diction in the mishna. First you say: And anyone who desires to 
watch her may watch. Apparently, there is no difference whether 
the onlookers are men and there is no difference whether they 
are women; all are permitted to observe the rite. And then the 
mishna teaches: And all of the women are permitted to watch 
her, which indicates women, yes, they may watch her, but men, 
no, they may not. 


Abaye said: Interpret the first statement, which permits all people 
to observe the sota, as pertaining to women, but men may not be 
onlookers. Rava said to him: But it teaches in that first statement 
that anyone who desires to watch her may watch, and one cannot 
limit this to women. 


Rather, Rava said: Anyone who desires to watch her may watch, 
there is no difference whether the onlookers are men and there 
is no difference whether they are women. And the next clause of 
the mishna teaches that women are obligated to watch her, as 
is stated: “Thus will I cause lewdness to cease out of the land, that 
all women may be chastened not to do after your lewdness’ 
(Ezekiel 23:48). 


MI SHNA The mishna teaches lessons that can be 

derived from the actions and treatment of 
a sota. With the measure that a person measures, he is measured 
with it. For example, she, the sota, adorned herself to violate a 
transgression, the Omnipresent therefore decreed that she be 
rendered unattractive; she exposed herself for the purpose of 
violating a transgression, as she stood in places where she would 
be noticed by potential adulterers, so the Omnipresent therefore 
decreed that her body be exposed publicly; she began her trans- 
gression with her thigh and afterward with her stomach, there- 
fore the thigh is smitten first and then the stomach, and the rest 
of all her body does not escape punishment. 


G E M ARA Rav Yosef says: Although the measure 


with regard to court-imposed capital pun- 
ishment has ceased, as there is no court today empowered to 
adjudicate and apply corporal punishment, punishment that is 
suitable to be applied with a measure by God has not ceased," as 
a person is punished by Heaven in accordance with his sin. 
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As Rav Yosef says, and Rabbi Hiyya similarly teaches: From the 
day that the Temple was destroyed, although the Sanhedrin 
ceased, the four types of court-imposed capital punishment’ 
have not ceased. The Gemara asks: But they have ceased; 
court-imposed capital punishment is no longer given. Rather, the 
intention is: The law of the four types of court-imposed capital 
punishment has not ceased. 


The Gemara explains: How so? One who is liable to be executed 
by stoning either falls from a roof or an animal mauls him and 
breaks his bones. This death is similar to the experience of stoning, 
in which the one liable to be executed is pushed from a platform 
and his bones break from the impact of the fall. One who is liable 
to be executed by burning either falls into a fire and is burned or 
a snake bites him,’ as a snakebite causes a burning sensation. One 
who is liable to be executed by slaying of the sword either is 
turned over to the authorities and they execute him with a sword, 
or robbers come upon him and murder him. One who is liable 
to be executed by strangling either drowns in a river and is choked 
by the water or dies of diphtheria [seronekhi],! which causes his 
throat to become clogged, and he dies. 


It is taught in a baraita in the Tosefta (3:1-5) that Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi would say: From where is it derived that with the mea- 
sure that a person measures, he is measured with it? As it is 
stated: “In full measure [besase‘a], when you send her away, you 
contend with her” (Isaiah 27:8). In other words, in the measure, 
bese‘a, that one used in one’s sin, God will contend with, i.e., punish, 
him. 


The baraita continues: I have derived only the relatively large mea- 
surement of a sea, which alludes to a significant sin. From where 

do I know to include even lesser sins that are comparable to smaller 
measurements, e.g., a half-se’a [tarkav]' and a half-tarkav; a kav 

anda half-kav; a quarter-kav and half of a quarter-kav; an eighth- 
kav [toman] and an ukla, which is one-thirty-second of a kav. 
From where is it derived that all these lesser sins are also dealt 
with in accordance with the measure of the sin? The verse states: 


“For every boot [sa’on] stamped with fierceness, and every cloak 


rolled in blood, shall even be for burning, for fuel of fire” (Isaiah 
9:4), indicating that every sa’on, which Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
interprets as a small se'a, is “stamped with fierceness” and doesn’t 
go unpunished. 


And from where is it derived that each and every peruta combine 
to add up to a great sum, alluding to the notion that even if one is 
not immediately punished for a small transgression, in the final 
accounting all misdeeds will combine together and be addressed 
by the imposition ofa large punishment? The verse states: “Behold, 
this have I found, says Koheleth, adding one thing to another," to 
find out the account” (Ecclesiastes 7:27). 


The baraita continues: And we found this with regard to a sota, 
that with the measure with which she measured, she is measured 
with it: She stood by the opening of her house to exhibit herself 
to her paramour, therefore a priest has her stand at the Gate of 
Nicanor and exhibits her disgrace to all; she spread beautiful 
shawls [sudarin]: on her head for her paramour, therefore a 
priest removes her kerchief from her head and places it under 
her feet; she adorned her face for her paramour, therefore 


NOTES 


Adding one thing to another, etc. - 151 nnxd Dink: In the 
Jerusalem Talmud, there are two interpretations of this verse. 
One is identical to the one found here, that at times a number 
of smaller unpunished transgressions are punished through 


one severe punishment. By contrast, at times one major trans- 
gression is not punished all at once, but rather through small 
punishments over a longer period of time, and these small pun- 
ishments combine to atone for the one severe transgression. 


BACKGROUND 
Four types of court-imposed capital punishment - yaq% 
pt mwa nin: These four forms of court-imposed capital 
punishment are prescribed by the Torah for different trans- 
gressions. They are administered by a court of twenty-three 
members. They are, in diminishing order of severity: Stoning, 
burning, decapitation, and strangulation. 


A snake bites him — iwa wna: There are a number of differ- 
ent types of poisonous snakes that inject their venom into 

an individual upon biting them. The majority of snakes in 

Eretz Yisrael are vipers, and their bites can cause an internal 

burning sensation. Therefore, there is reason to compare one 

burned to death with one who dies by snakebite. 


Ukla - sbay: This is the Aramaic term for a small measure- 
ment. There are conflicting opinions as to its exact size. 
Some identify it as a measurement of one-twentieth of 
a kav. 


LANGUAGE 
Diphtheria [seronekhi] — +3319: According to some, this 
word is from a Semitic language. Others explain that it is 
derived from the Greek ovvayyxn, sunnankhé, referring to 
a form of strangulation that results from complications of 
diphtheria due to the trachea being blocked by pus. 


Half-se’a [tarkav] - 3975: Tarkav is a measuring vessel for 
the measurement of a half-se’a. Early commentaries explain 
that the word tarkav is a composite of the word for two and 
the word kav, which together indicates three kav, which 
equals a half-se'a. It is also possible that the source of the 
word is the Greek tpixafog, trikabos, meaning three kav. 


Shawls [sudarin] — jp: From the Greek oovdaptov, 
soudarion, or the Latin sudarium, meaning a towel or napkin. 
In the Talmud, this usually refers to a woven piece of cloth 
that was used for various purposes, e.g., a wrap for one's 
neck or a covering for one's hair. It was often worn as a 
head covering for married scholars, as a sign of distinction. 
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BACKGROUND 
Eye paint - ons: This was a black-blue color whose 
source is the mineral stibnite, Sb.S3. Ground stibnite 
crystals were used by women to color the area around 
their eyes in order to emphasize them and make them 


appear larger. Apparently, it was also used for medici- 


nal purposes. 


Mekeida — ntm: This type of vessel was generally 
made of clay. According to the geonim, it is identical 
to a vessel known as a kod, which is made of either 
clay or wood. It was used primarily for drinking, and 
some say that it was made in such a manner that it 
could easily be disassembled into two parts, so that 
each one could be used separately. 
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her face becomes sallow after drinking the bitter water; she 

painted her eyes” for her paramour, therefore her eyes bulge 

after she drinks; she braided her hair for her paramour, there- 
fore a priest unbraids her hair and makes it disheveled; she 

indicated to her paramour with a finger" that he should come 

to her, therefore her fingernails fall off; she girded herself 
for her paramour with a ribbon as a belt, therefore a priest 

brings an Egyptian rope and ties it for her above her breasts; 

she extended her thigh for her paramour, therefore her thigh 

falls away after drinking. 


She received her paramour upon her stomach, therefore her 
stomach swells; she fed him delicacies of the world, there- 
fore her offering is animal food, as it is from oats; she gave 
him fine wine to drink in fine cups, therefore a priest gives 
her bitter water in an earthenware mekeida," a simple clay 
vessel, to drink. 


She acted in secret; therefore, God, referred to in the verse 


“Who dwell in secret, with the Most High” (Psalms 91:1), 


turns His face to her, as it is stated: “The eye of the adulterer 
waits for the twilight, saying: No eye shall see me; and the 
Hidden Face will turn” (Job 24:15). The adulterer acts in the 
twilight of the night to act in secrecy, and therefore God, Who 
is concealed, arranges that the matter is revealed in public. 


Alternatively, she acted in secret, and therefore the Omni- 
present revealed it in the open, as it is stated: “Though his 
hatred be concealed with deceit, his wickedness shall be 
revealed before the congregation” (Proverbs 26:26), i.e., 
concealed acts of sin are ultimately revealed in public. 


Q The Gemara questions the need for two verses to indicate 
that small transgressions are addressed through one significant 
punishment. And since Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi derives that 
small transgressions are combined and punished together 
from: “Behold, this have I found, says Koheleth, adding one 
thing to another, to find out the account” (Ecclesiastes 7:27), 
why do I need the verse: “For every boot stamped with 
fierceness” (Isaiah 9:4)? The Gemara answers: This verse 
serves to teach that even small transgressions are punished 
by the measure, i.e., with a punishment appropriate to the 
transgression. 


The Gemara asks: And since he derives it from “for every 
boot stamped with fierceness,’ why do I need “in full mea- 
sure, when you send her away, you contend with her” (Isaiah 
27:8)? 


The Gemara answers: This verse serves to teach the statement 
as taught by Rav Hinnana bar Pappa, for Rav Hinnana bar 
Pappa says: The Holy One, Blessed be He, does not punish 
a nation” deserving of punishment until its time to be ban- 
ished, i.e., until the time of its final eradication from the world, 
as it is stated: “In full measure, when you send her away, you 
contend with her” (Isaiah 27:8). 


She indicated to him with a finger - jayxa b ANTI NT : Rashi 
explains that she indicated with her finger that he should come to 
her. Others interpret this to mean that she painted her fingernails 
to beautify herself for him (Eshel Avraham). Others explain this 
metaphorically, meaning that she selected her paramour, as if she 
pointed to him when he was in a group of men (Josefta KiFshuta). 


NOTES 


The Holy One, Blessed be He, does not punish a nation, etc. - 
TAKI p IDI IT BNA WTP prs: The Maharal explains that as a 
collective entity, partial punishment cannot be given to a whole 
nation as it is given to an individual. A nation is either deserving of 
existence or not, and therefore its punishment, when it is deserving, 
is extinction. 
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Is that so? But didn’t Rava say: Why are there specifically three 
cups of misfortune that are stated" with regard to Egypt in the 
dream of its chief butler (see Genesis 40:11-13)? They are an 
allusion to three cups of misfortune that would later befall Egypt: 
One that it drank in the days of Moses during the ten plagues 
and the Exodus; one that it drank in the days of Pharaoh Neco, 
the king of Egypt who was defeated by Nebuchadnezzar; and 
one that it will drink in the future with its companions, i.e., 
the other nations, when they are punished during the days of the 
Messiah. This indicates that nations can be punished several 
times, not only when they are eradicated. 


And if you would say that those ancient Egyptians, have gone, 
and these later Egyptians are different ones, but isn’t it taught 
in a baraita in the Tosefta (Kiddushin 4:3): Rabbi Yehuda said: 
Minyamin,' an Egyptian convert, was a friend of mine from 
among the students of Rabbi Akiva, and Minyamin the Egyp- 
tian convert said: After I converted I was a first-generation 
Egyptian convert, and so I married another first-generation 
Egyptian convert. I will marry off my son, who is a second- 
generation Egyptian convert, to another second-generation 
Egyptian convert, in order that my son’s son will be permitted 
to enter into the congregation. The Torah prohibits Egyptian 
converts before the third generation to enter into the congrega- 
tion (see Deuteronomy 23:8-9). By Minyamin’s observance of 
this prohibition even during the time of Rabbi Akiva, it indicates 
that Egypt during the tannaitic period was still viewed as biblical 


Egypt. 


Rather, if anything was stated with regard to the delay of punish- 
ment, it was stated like this: Rav Hinnana bar Pappa says: The 
Holy One, Blessed be He, does not punish a sinful king until 
his time to be banished, as it is stated: “In full measure, when 
you send her away, you contend with her” (Isaiah 27:8). 


Ameimar teaches that statement of Rav Hinnana bar Pappa 

with regard to this: What is the meaning of that which is writ- 
ten: “For I the Lord change not; and you, sons of Jacob, are 

not consumed” (Malachi 3:6)? “For I the Lord change [shaniti] 

not” is interpreted to mean: I did not strike a nation and repeat 

[shaniti]" striking it, as a stricken nation never recovers from the 

initial strike. “And you, sons of Jacob, are not consumed,” is 

interpreted to mean: Despite the fact that I strike you many 
times for your sins, I do not let you perish. This is the same as 

that which is written: “I will heap evils upon them; I will con- 
sume My arrows upon them” (Deuteronomy 32:23), which is 

interpreted to mean: My arrows are consumed and used up, and 

they, the Jewish people, are not consumed but will continue to 

endure despite the many calamities that will befall them. 


Rav Hamnuna says: The Holy One, Blessed be He, does not 
punish a person until his se‘a, the measure that is suitable for 
him, is filled, as it is stated: “In the fullness of his sufficiency 
he shall be in straits; the hand of every one that is in misery shall 
come upon him’” (Job 20:22). In other words, when the sufficient 
measure of sin has been reached, then the trouble will overtake 
him. 


Having mentioned Rav Hinnana bar Pappa, the Gemara quotes 
another of his interpretations. Rav Hinnana bar Pappa inter- 
preted a verse homiletically: What is the meaning of that which 
is written: “Rejoice in the Lord, you righteous, praise is 
comely for the upright [nava tehilla]” (Psalms 33:1)? Do not 
read the conclusion of the verse as: Praise is comely [nava]; 
rather, read it as: A house [naveh] of praise. This is referring 
to Moses and David, whose enemies did not rule over their 
achievements, as they each built a naveh, a house for the Lord, 
and this house remained in existence. 


NOTES 


Three cups that are stated, etc. - niyay nipid awh 
"131: Although the vision of these three cups appeared 
in the private dream of Pharaoh's chief butler, it also 
served as an indication of positive developments for 
the Jewish people while alluding to the punishment 
of Egypt. 

In truth, Pharaoh's cup is mentioned four times in 
that passage of the Torah, corresponding to the four 
cups that are drunk at the Passover seder. However, 
only three are counted here, as only three cups are 
mentioned in the dream itself, while the fourth appears 
in Joseph's interpretation of the dream (Maharsha). 


| did not strike a nation and repeat, etc. - m7 x 
nD) mane: Tosafot ask: Doesn't this statement 
contradict the Torah’s description of the plagues in 
Egypt, as the Egyptians were struck more than once? 
The Maharsha explains that the intention of the 
Gemara’s statement is that God does not strike an entire 
nation with identical punishments, and the ten plagues 
in Egypt were each of a different nature. By contrast, the 
same punishment is meted out to the Jewish people 
repeatedly, yet they are not destroyed. 


LANGUAGE 
Minyamin — 33: Although the name Minyamin is 
already mentioned as a name in the Bible (11 Chroni- 
cles 31:15), it would appear by comparison with other 
sources that the name Minyamin that appears here, 
and similarly the amoraic name Minyumi, is actually a 
variation in pronunciation of the name Binyamin. This 
change in pronunciation is related to the interchange- 
ability of the letters mem and bet, both bilabials, which 
appears in other contexts as well. 
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NOTES 


David - 111: The Gemara applies this interpretation to David 
before it applies it to Moses, although Moses preceded David 
chronologically. This is because the Gemara cites a verse in 
David's context, whereas the application to Moses is known 
only through tradition (/yyun Ya'akov). 


BACKGROUND 


The tunnels of the Sanctuary - Sonn by nina: There are 
many tunnels, caves, and hidden rooms under the Temple 
Mount. A number of these tunnels were used during the Sec- 
ond Temple period, such as one that was used as a passage 
down from the Temple courtyard for the priests to immerse 
and be purified in the waters of the Siloam pool. There were 
also many hidden doors around the Temple Mount that 
were unknown to the general public. The tunnels under the 
Sanctuary were even less known, since there were generally 
fewer people in the Sanctuary than elsewhere in the Temple. 
The location of the tunnels in which the Tabernacle and its 
vessels were hidden was not known even during the Temple 
period. There was a tradition that an opening in the Chamber 
of the Wood led to these tunnels. 


Perek I 
Dafo Amud b 


NOTES 


And so too we found with regard to the primeval snake - 
TPI W272): The episode involving Adam, Eve, and 

he primeval snake is one of the more mysterious in the Bible, 
and much of what is taught concerning this is found in the 

esoterica. Apparently, this snake was a representation of the 

orces of evil and served to cause Adam and Eve to sin and 

o introduce evil into humanity. This may be the meaning of 
he passage in tractate Shabbat (146a) that teaches that the 

snake engaged in sexual intercourse with Eve and infected 

her with moral contamination. As punishment, all of the 

characteristics of the snake that had been similar to humans, 
by which the snake was elevated above all the other animals, 
were taken away from it (see Otzar HaKavod). 


| will kill Adam, etc. — 131 oT% ny aiy: Many question 
why the snake thought that only Adam would die, as both 
Adam and Eve ate from the Tree of Knowledge and would 
therefore be deserving of punishment. One explanation is 
that since the initial instruction from God was stated directly 
to Adam, the snake thought that only he would be punished 
by death for eating from the tree, not Eve (/yyun Ya'akov; 
see Maharsha). 


Cain — pp: Rashi and Tosefot HaRash explain, based upon a 
midrash, that a twin sister was born together with Cain, and 
two sisters were born with Abel. Cain desired to marry the 
additional woman, and therefore he killed Abel to prevent 
Abel form marrying her. Others explain that the verses indi- 
cate that Cain was a farmer and Abel was a shepherd, and 
Cain desired Abel's portion of the pasture land. Another 
possibility is that Cain wanted the whole world for himself 
and his progeny, but in the end they were all wiped out in 
the flood (Maharsha). 


And Gehazi and Absalom — owas) nT: Although chron- 
ologically Gehazi should be mentioned after Adonijah, the 
reason why Gehazi is listed immediately following Balaam, 
Doeg, and Ahithophel is that they are all included among 
the individuals listed in tractate Sanhedrin (107b) who have 
no share in the World-to-Come (Ben Yehoyada). 
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With regard to David," the citadel that housed his home and city, 
was not destroyed, as it is written: “Her gates are sunk into 
the ground” (Lamentations 2:9), as the gates of Jerusalem built 
by David were not destroyed by enemies, but sunk into the 
ground and were buried there. This is also so with regard to 
Moses, as the Master said: When the first Temple was built, 
the Tent of Meeting was sequestered, including its boards, its 
clasps, and its bars, and its pillars, and its sockets. The Gemara 
asks: Where is it sequestered? Rav Hisda says that Avimi says: 
Beneath the tunnels of the Sanctuary.® 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita in the Tosefta (4:16-19): The sota 
placed her eyes, fixed her gaze, on one who is unfit for her, i.e., 
another man, so this is her punishment: That which she desired, 
i.e, to be with her paramour, is not given to her, as she becomes 
forbidden to him forever. And that which she had, i.e., her hus- 
band, was taken away from her, as she is now forbidden to him 
as well. This teaches that anyone who places his eyes on that 
which is not his is not given what he desires, and that which 
he had is taken from him. 


And, so too, we found with regard to the primeval snake" who 
seduced Eve, for he placed his eyes on that which was unfit 
for him, as he wanted to marry Eve. Consequently, that which 
he desired was not given to him, and that which was in his 
possession was taken from him. The Holy One, Blessed be 
He, said: I initially said that the snake will be king over every 
domesticated animal and non-domesticated animal, but now 
he is cursed more than all the domesticated animals and all 
the non-domesticated animals of the field, as it is stated: “And 
the Lord God said unto the serpent: Because you have done this, 
you are cursed from among all cattle, and from among all beasts 
of the field; upon your belly shall you go, and dust shall you eat 
all the days of your life” (Genesis 3:14). 


The baraita explains the elements of this curse. I said that 
the snake will walk upright, but now he shall go on his belly; 
I said that his food will be the same as the food eaten by a 
person, but now he shall eat dust. The snake said: I will kill 
Adam" and marry Eve, but now: “I will put enmity between 
you and the woman and between your seed and her seed” 
(Genesis 3:15). 


The baraita continues: And so we found with regard to Cain," 
who desired to inherit the whole world alone (see Genesis 4); 
and Korah, who desired the priesthood (see Numbers 16); 
and Balaam, who desired Balak’s money (see Numbers 22); and 
Doeg, who was jealous of David (see 1 Samuel 21-22); and 
Ahithophel, who was also jealous of David (see 11 Samuel 16); 
and Gehazi, who took Naaman’s money (see 11 Kings 5); and 
Absalom," who wanted the kingdom (see 11 Samuel 15); and 
Adonijah, who also wanted the kingdom (see 1 Kings 1); 
and Uzziah, who wanted to be the High Priest (see 11 Chronicles 
26); and Haman, who wanted to kill all the Jews (see Esther 3:13). 
All of these were people who placed their eyes on that which is 
unfit for them, and consequently what they desired was not 
given to them, and what they had was taken from them. 
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§ The mishna teaches: She began her transgression with her thigh" and 
afterward with her stomach, therefore the thigh is smitten first and then 
the stomach. The Gemara asks: From where are these matters derived, 
i.e, that this is the order of her punishment? If we say it is because it is 
written in the verse detailing the priest's curse: “Then the priest shall cause 
the woman to swear with the oath of cursing, and the priest shall say unto 
the woman: The Lord make you a curse and an oath among your people, 
when the Lord does make your thigh to fall away, and your belly to 
swell” (Numbers 5:21), which indicates the sequence of her punishment; 
but isn’t the opposite written in the verse describing what actually occurs 


to a guilty sota: “And her belly shall swell, and her thigh shall fall away” 


(Numbers 5:27), indicating that the punishment begins with her stomach 
and then her thigh? 


Abaye said in explanation: When the priest curses the woman, he first 
curses the thigh and then he curses the stomach, but when the bitter 
water evaluates her, it evaluates her along its way" through the body. The 
water first enters the stomach and then reaches the thigh. The Gemara 
asks: But in the verse detailing the curse it is also written: “And this water 
that causes the curse shall go into your bowels, and will cause your belly 
to swell, and your thigh to fall away” (Numbers 5:22). The Gemara 
answers: That verse teaches that the priest notifies her that the stomach 
will be affected first and then the thigh, so that one not cast aspersions 
on the bitter water. 


MI S H N A The mishna provides additional examples of people 


who were treated by Heaven commensurate with 
their actions. Samson followed his eyes," therefore he was punished 
measure for measure, as the Philistines gouged out his eyes, as it is 


stated: “And the Philistines laid hold on him, and put out his eyes” 


(Judges 16:21). 


Absalom was excessively proud of his hair, and therefore he was hanged 

by his hair. And furthermore, because he engaged in sexual intercourse 

with ten of his father’s concubines (see 11 Samuel 15:16 and 16:22), there- 
fore ten spears [loneviyyot ]' were put, i.e., thrust, into him, as itis stated: 

“And ten young men that bore Joab’s armor compassed about and smote 

Absalom, and slew him” (11 Samuel 18:15). And because he stole three 

times, committing three thefts of people’s hearts: The heart of his father, 
as he tricked him by saying that he was going to sacrifice offerings; the 

heart of the court, as he tricked them into following him; and the heart 

of the Jewish people, as it is stated: “So Absalom stole the hearts of the 

men of Israel” (11 Samuel 15:6), therefore three spears were embedded 

into his heart, as it is stated: “Then said Joab: I may not tarry like this with 

you. And he took three spears in his hand, and thrust them through the 

heart of Absalom, while he was yet alive” (11 Samuel 18:14). 


The mishna continues: And the same is so with regard to the reward of 
good deeds; a person is rewarded measure for measure. Miriam waited 
for the baby Moses for one hour at the shore of the Nile, as it is stated: 


“And his sister stood afar off, to know what would be done to him” 


(Exodus 2:4). Therefore the Jewish people delayed their travels in the 
desert for seven days to wait for her when she was smitten with leprosy, 
as it is stated: “And Miriam was confined outside of the camp seven 


days; and the people journeyed not until Miriam was brought in again” 


(Numbers 12:15). 


Joseph merited to bury his father, resulting in a display of great honor to 
his father, and there was none among his brothers greater than he in 
importance, for he was viceroy of Egypt, as it is stated: “And Joseph went 
up to bury his father; and with him went up all the servants of Pharaoh, 
the Elders of his house, and all the Elders of the land of Egypt, and all 
the house of Joseph, and his brethren, and his father’s house; only their 
little ones, and their flocks, and their herds, they left in the land of Goshen. 
And there went up with him both chariots and horsemen; and it was a 
very great company” (Genesis 50:7-9). Who, to us, had a greater burial 
than Joseph, as it was none other than Moses who involved himself in 
transporting his coffin. 


NOTES 

Thigh, etc. — 151 77: In the Jerusalem Talmud, 
here are other solutions presented to resolve 
his contradiction. One explanation found there 
is that the punishment of the woman drinking 
he bitter water begins in the stomach, while the 
punishment of her paramour begins in his thigh 
Heshek Shlomo). 


Samson followed his eyes — 19y 7M bn pwrw: 


The Riaf explains that Samson's act of transgres- 


sion was sexual intercourse. However, since these 
unions were part of God’s plan for the Jewish 
people at the time, it was not the act of inter- 
course per se that was problematic. Rather, the 
problem was that Samson acted out of his desire 
to follow his eyes rather than to execute the plan 
of Heaven. He was punished accordingly, not 
as one who transgresses with regard to sexual 
intercourse but as one who sinned with his eyes. 


HALAKHA 

When the bitter water evaluates her it evalu- 
ates her along its way — 1m M71 93 9774 3 K 
1272: If the sota was guilty of adultery, her face 
immediately turned sallow and her eyes bulged 
out, then her stomach distended, and finally her 
thighs fell away, until ultimately she died (Ram- 
bam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:16). 


LANGUAGE 
Spears [/oneviyyot] - neah: This word appears 
in other versions of the text as lonekiyyot, which 
appears to be the proper text. The source of the 
word is the Greek Aóyxn, lonkhé, meaning a 
lance or javelin. 
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Moses merited to be the only person involved in the transpor- 
tation of Joseph’s bones to be buried in Eretz Yisrael, and there 

was none among the Jewish people greater than he, as it is 

stated: “And Moses took the bones of Joseph with him” (Exodus 

13:19). Who had a greater burial than Moses, as no one involved 

himself in his burial other than the Omnipresent Himself, as it 
is stated: “And He buried him in the valley in the land of Moab 

over against Beth Peor; and no man knows of his sepulcher unto 

this day” (Deuteronomy 34:6). The mishna comments: Not only 
with regard to Moses did the Sages say that God takes part in his 

burial, but also with regard to all the righteous individuals, as it 
is stated: “Your righteousness shall go before you and the glory 
of the Lord shall gather you in” (Isaiah 58:8). 


G E M ARA The Sages taught (Tosefta 3:15): Samson 


rebelled with his eyes, as it is stated: 
“Then his father and his mother said to him: Is there never a woman 
among the daughters of your brethren, or among all my people, 
that you go out to take a wife of the uncircumcised Philistines? 
And Samson said to his father: Get her for me; for she is pleas- 
ant in my eyes” (Judges 14:3). Therefore, the Philistines gouged 
out his eyes, as it is stated: “And the Philistines laid hold on him, 
and put out his eyes” (Judges 16:21). 


The Gemara asks: Is that so? But isn’t it written: “But his father 
and his mother knew not that it was from the Lord; as he sought 
a subterfuge against the Philistines” (Judges 14:4), indicating that 
Samson’s searching for a Philistine wife was due to a Divine mis- 
sion? The Gemara answers: Although God did plan the punish- 
ment of the Philistines, in any event when he went, he followed 
his inclination and did not act for the sake of Heaven. 


It is taught in a baraita in the Tosefta (3:15): Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
says: His initial wrongdoing was in Gaza, and therefore he was 
smitten in Gaza. The Gemara explains: His initial wrongdoing 
was in Gaza, as it is written: “And Samson went to Gaza, and 
saw there a harlot, and went in unto her” (Judges 16:1). Therefore, 
he was smitten in Gaza, as it is written: “And the Philistines laid 
hold on him, and put out his eyes; and they brought him down 
to Gaza, and bound him with fetters of brass; and he did grind in 
the prison-house” (Judges 16:21). 


The Gemara asks: But isn’t it written earlier: “And Samson went 
down to Timnah, and saw a woman in Timnah of the daughters 
of the Philistines” (Judges 14:1), indicating that his initial wrong- 
doing was in Timnah? The Gemara answers: In any event, his 
initial wrongdoing" was in Gaza, for at least he had married the 
woman in Timnah; in Gaza, Samson never wed the woman but 
only engaged in sexual intercourse with her. 


The Gemara continues its discussion of Samson. The verse states: 

“And it came to pass afterward, that he loved a woman in the 
valley of Sorek, whose name was Delilah” (Judges 16:4). It is 
taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: Even if she 
had not been called by the name Delilah, it would have been 
fitting that she be called Delilah, for she weakened [dildela] his 
strength, she weakened his heart, and she weakened his deeds, 
thereby decreasing his merits. 


NOTES 


His initial wrongdoing - app nonin: It is difficult to under- 7:3). The Maharsha answers that Samson presumably had the 
stand why Samson's engaging in sexual intercourse with a woman whom he married convert, and therefore did not violate 
prostitute is viewed as more incriminating than his marrying this transgression. The Rambam also explains that Samson con- 
the Philistine woman from Timnah, as the verse explicitly states: verted all the women he wed (see Mishne Torah Sefer Kedusha, 


“Neither shall you make marriages with them” (Deuteronomy — Hilkhot Issurei Bia 314-16). 
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The Gemara explains: She weakened his strength, as it is writ- 
ten: “And she made him sleep upon her knees; and she called for 
a man and had the seven locks of his head shaved off; and she 
began to afflict him, and his strength went from him” (Judges 
16:19). She weakened his heart, as it is written: “And when 
Delilah saw that he had told her all his heart, she sent and called 
for the lords of the Philistines, saying: Come up this once, for he 
has told me all his heart” (Judges 16:18). She weakened his deeds, 
thereby decreasing his merits, as the Divine Presence left him, 
as it is written: “And she said: The Philistines are upon you, 
Samson. And he awoke out of his sleep, and said: I will go out as 
at other times, and shake myself. But he knew not that the Lord 
was departed from him” (Judges 16:20). 


The verse states: “And when Delilah saw that he had told her 
all his heart” (Judges 16:18). The Gemara asks: From where 
did she know that this time he had told her the truth about the 
source of his strength, as he had lied about it previously? Rabbi 
Hanin says that Rav says: Words of truth are recognizable," 
and she felt that this time he was telling the truth. Abaye says 
differently: She knew about Samson being a righteous indi- 
vidual, that he would not express the name of Heaven in vain. 
Once he said: “And he told her all his heart, and said to her: 
There has not come a razor upon my head; for I have been a 
nazirite unto God from my mother’s womb” (Judges 16:17), she 
said: Now he is certainly saying the truth. 


‘The verse states: “And it came to pass, when she pressed him 
daily with her words, and urged him, that his soul was vexed 
unto death” (Judges 16:16). The Gemara asks: What is the mean- 
ing of “and urged him”? How did she do so? Rabbi Yitzhak of 
the school of Rabbi Ami says: At the moment immediately 
before his completion of the act of intercourse, she slipped 
away from beneath him. By doing this, she urged him to reveal 
his secret. 


When the angel spoke to Samson's mother, he said: “Now there- 
fore beware, I pray of you, and drink no wine nor strong drink, 
and eat not any unclean thing” (Judges 13:4.). The Gemara asks, 
what is the meaning of “any unclean thing”? That term usually 
means non-kosher foods, but obviously she would not eat them 
anyway. And what’s more, until now was she eating unclean 
things, that she should have to be warned not to continue doing 
so? Rabbi Yitzhak of the school of Rabbi Ami says: The angel 
was not referring to foods that are actually unclean, but rather 
items that are forbidden to a nazirite. 


After Samson smote one thousand Philistines with the jawbone 
of a donkey, he called the place Lehi, and God miraculously 
granted him to drink, as he was dying of thirst. The verse states: 
“But God cleaved the hollow place that is in Lehi, and out of 
there came water; and when he had drunk, his spirit came back, 
and he revived” (Judges 15:19). Rabbi Yitzhak of the school of 
Rabbi Ami says: He desired something unclean, as he was 
driven by lust to Philistine women. Therefore, the saving of his 
life was dependent on something unclean, the jawbone of a 
donkey. 


The verse states with regard to Samson: “And the spirit of the 
Lord began [vatahel] to move him in Mahaneh Dan, between 
Zorah and Eshtaol” (Judges 13:25). Rabbi Hama, son of Rabbi 
Hanina, says: The prophecy of Jacob our forefather concerning 
the tribe of Dan took effect [haleta] through Samson, a member 
of the tribe of Dan, as it is written: “Dan shall be a serpent in 
the way, a horned snake in the path, that bites the horse's heels, 
so that his rider falls backward” (Genesis 49:17). 


NOTES 
Words of truth are recognizable — mats 131 pa): Delilah 
recognized that Samson's statement that he was a nazirite 
was true because she had seen that he conducted himself 
like a nazirite by allowing his hair to grow long and by not 
drinking wine (Rashi). 
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LANGUAGE 


Bell [zog] - 3t: Apparently related to the Persian word 
zang, meaning bell. 


Perek I 
Daf10 Amuda 


NOTES 


The oath of Abimelech was negated - inyaw Son 
spay by: Rashi explains that since the Philistines 
subjected the Jewish people to their rule, they violated 
the oath and therefore Abraham's obligation to Abi- 
melech and his descendants was negated. Although 
the Philistines had previously tormented the Jewish 
people, it was only at this point that they attempted to 
rule over them. Tosefot HaRash writes that this does not 
agree with the interpretation of Rashi that King David 
did not attempt to conquer Jerusalem until the oath of 
Abimelech was negated, as King David lived many years 
later. Tosefot HaRosh explains that the general oath to 
Abimelech was negated, but there was an additional 
promise made by Abraham to the Jebusites with regard 
to Jerusalem because he purchased the Cave of Mach- 
pelah from them (see Genesis, chapter 23). 


With what did He bless him — i373 maa: The com- 
mentaries explain that since the term blessing generally 
refers to riches, a long life, or children, none of which 
Samson had, the Gemara offers an explanation specific 
o his life (see Rashi; Riaf). 


Twenty-two years - maw waw DW: This appears to 
be in direct opposition to the verse stating that Samson 
judged the Jewish people for twenty years (see Judges 
16:31). Rav Hai Gaon explains that the Gemara here 
includes the two years that Samson spent in prison, as 
he was imprisoned due to his actions on behalf of the 
Jewish people (see Maharsha). 


BACKGROUND 


That goes in reverse - vinx wing: The fox is consid- 
ered to be a clever animal, and there are many stories 
told by hunters of various methods used by the fox 
to conceal its tracks. One of the strategies it employs 
to escape the tracking of a hunter is that it does not 
always run in a straight path. A fox changes direction 
frequently and often runs backward in the direction 
from which it came while the pursuers continue to 
chase it forward. 
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The verse continues: “To move him [lefa’amo] in Mahaneh Dan.” 
Rabbi Yitzhak of the school of Rabbi Ami says: This teaches 
that the Divine Presence jangled before him, inspiring him, like 
a bell [zog], as it is written here: “To move him [lefa‘amo] in 
Mahaneh Dan,” and it is written there with regard to the cloth- 
ing of the High Priest: “A bell [pa’amon] and a pomegranate” 
(Exodus 39:26). 


The verse concludes: “Between Zorah and Eshtaol.” Rabbi 
Asi says: Zorah and Eshtaol were two large mountains, and 
Samson uprooted them and ground them one against the 
other. 


Samson's parents were told: “For behold, you shall conceive, and 
bear a son; and no razor shall come upon his head; for the child 
shall be a nazirite unto God from the womb; and he shall begin 
to save Israel out of the hand of the Philistines” (Judges 13:5). 
Rabbi Hama, son of Rabbi Hanina, says: 


Samson’s parents were being told that the oath of Abimelech, 
king of the Philistines, was negated," as it is written that Abi- 
melech said to our forefather Abraham: “Now therefore swear 
unto me here by God that you will not deal falsely with me, 
nor with my son, nor with my son’s son; but according to the 
kindness that I have done unto you, you shall do to me, and to 
the land wherein you have sojourned” (Genesis 21:23). The oath 
of the descendants of Abraham was no longer binding since the 
Philistines broke their oath by subjugating the Jewish people. 


The verse states: “And the woman bore a son, and called his name 
Samson; and the child grew, and the Lord blessed him” (Judges 
13:24). The Gemara asks: With what did He bless him?" Rav 
Yehuda says that Rav says: It means that He blessed him with 
regard to his penis, that despite his youth his penis should func- 
tion like that of physically mature men, and that his seed should 
be like an overflowing river. 


Prior to Samson’s death, the verse states: “And Samson called 
unto the Lord, and said: Lord God, remember me, I pray to 
You, and strengthen me, I pray to You, only this once, O God, 
that I may be this once avenged of the Philistines for my two 
eyes” (Judges 16:28). Rav said that Samson said before the 
Holy One, Blessed be He: Master of the Universe, remember 
on my behalf the twenty-two years" that I judged the Jewish 
people without receiving any reward, and I did not even say 
to any one of them: Move a stick for me from one place to 
another place. 


The verse states earlier: “And Samson went and caught three 
hundred foxes, and took torches, and turned tail to tail, and put 
a torch in the midst between every two tails” (Judges 15:4). The 
Gemara asks: What is different about foxes than any other ani- 
mal, that he chose them for this purpose? Rabbi Aivu bar Nagdi 
says that Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba says: Samson said: Let the 
animal that goes in reverse’ when it tries to escape, i.e., the fox, 
come and exact punishment from the Philistines, who reneged 
on their oath that Abimelech swore to Abraham. 
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It is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon the Pious said: The 
width between the shoulders of Samson was sixty cubits, as it is 
stated: “And Samson lay till midnight, and arose at midnight, and 
grabbed hold of the doors of the gate of the city, and the two 
posts, and plucked them up, bar and all, and put them upon his 
shoulders, and carried them up to the top of the mountain that is 
before Hebron” ( Judges 16:3). The verse indicates that the width of 
the gate of the city of Gaza was equal to the width of Samson’s 
shoulders, and it is learned as a tradition that doors of the gate of 
Gaza were no less than sixty cubits wide. 


With regard to Samson's capture, the verse states: “And the Philis- 
tines laid hold on him, and put out his eyes; and they brought him 
down to Gaza, and bound him with fetters of brass; and he did 
grind in the prison-house” (Judges 16:21). Rabbi Yohanan says: 
Grinding is nothing other than a language of a transgression’ of 
sexual intercourse, and so the verse says: “Then let my wife grind 
unto another man” (Job 31:10). This teaches that each and every 
Philistine man brought his wife to the prison in order that she 
should be impregnated by Samson. Rav Pappa said: This is an 
example of the folk saying that people say: Before a wine drinker, 
bring wine; before one who digs in the ground, bring figs.’ So 
too, Samson, who married Philistine women, was brought more 
Philistine women while in prison. 


And Rabbi Yohanan says: With regard to anyone who commits 
adultery, his wife commits adultery against him," as it is stated: 

“If my heart has been enticed unto a woman, and I have lain in 
wait at my neighbor’s door” (Job 31:9), and it is written: “Then 
let my wife grind unto another man and may strangers kneel over 
her” (Job 31:10). And this explains the folk saying that people say: 
He is found among the pumpkins [karei] and his wife among the 
zucchinis [butzinei],“ which are similar types of vegetables. In 
other words, she acts the same way that he does. 


LANGUAGE 


Pumpkins [karei] — "17: This refers to the calabash, also known 
as bottle gourd, Lagenaria siceraria. It is a summer vegetable 
from the squash family grown either on the ground or trellised 
over a frame. It is quite large, approximately 45 cm long and 
25 cm wide, and shaped like a bottle. The vegetable itself is 
eaten cooked, and its seeds are eaten as a snack. Calabash is 
harvested young for consumption and late for use as a bottle 


or other utensil. 


Traditional African musical instrument made out of a dried bottle gourd 


Bottle gourd 


NOTES 


Grinding is nothing other than a language of a transgres- 
sion - 7yay yw xx TPTY px: The commentaries ques- 
tion why the Gemara provides a homiletical interpretation 
for Samson's grinding in the prison. The verse can easily be 
understood to mean that the blinded Samson ground with 
a millstone, as this was a common punishment for prison- 
ers. Some explain that the interpretation here is based on 
what the Gemara will soon state, that Samson was lame in 
both legs, and therefore would not have been able to turn a 
millstone (/yyun Ya'akov). Others suggest that since the verse 
indicates that Samson was chained, he would not have been 
able to turn a millstone (Riaf). 

There are those who ask how Samson permitted himself 
to engage in sexual intercourse with married women, as 
intercourse with the wife of a gentile is considered an act 
of adultery. One answer suggested is that adultery with a 
married gentile is viewed as a form of theft from the hus- 
band. Here there was no theft, as the husbands themselves 
brought their wives to Samson, and therefore there would 
be no prohibition of adultery (Eshel Avraham). 


Anyone who commits adultery, his wife commits adultery 
against him — naa inwx TAT bs: The Maharal explains 
that spouses are suitable to each other, and the shortcom- 
ings of one can be found in the other. 

Others ask: If this statement in the Gemara is in fact accu- 
rate, then what is the purpose of a sota drinking the bitter 
water, as the water is ineffective if the woman's husband 
was also unfaithful? An answer given is that the Gemara 
means to say that it is likely that if one spouse is unfaithful 
the other spouse will be so as well, but there are still spouses 
that remain faithful and avoid transgression even when their 
partner does not. 


He is found among the pumpkins and his wife among the 

zucchinis — Y9 2 FPN INP 927K: The straightfor- 
ward understanding of this phrase is that a wife's behavior 
is just like that of her husband. The Arukh also offers a literal 

explanation, that they masturbate using these vegetables. 


BACKGROUND 
Before one who digs in the ground bring figs — xPi57 ap 
Kbm xP: The meaning of these words is unclear. The dif- 
ficulty is compounded due to the fact that there are several 
versions of the text. The Arukh cites a different version of the 
text that reads: Before the hoe that weeds the fields, bring 
a sea of grass. 
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NOTES 
Ya'akov explains this to mean that he judged E divine 
inspiration, without hearing testimony or evidence. 


Zedekiah in his eyes, etc. - ^3) v»ya TPTY: Rashi writes 
that he cannot find a source that Zedekiah and Asa were 
blessed with special eyes and feet, respectively. Some 
explain that the fact that they were blessed in this regard 
is derived from the nature of their punishment, as they 
were certainly stricken in a way that was connected to their 
outstanding characteristics (see Maharsha). With regard to 
Asa, perhaps it is based on the verses in 11 Chronicles, chap- 
ter 14, which detail how Asa pursued the army of Zerah 
HaKushi, intimating that he was particularly fleet of foot. 


BACKGROUND 


A horned snake in the path - mix by jp°Dw: This bless- 
ing, bestowed by Jacob to his son Dan, is viewed by the 
Talmud as a reference to Samson, who was from the tribe 
of Dan. As is clear from the stories that appear in Judges 
(chapters 13-16), the ongoing tension between the tribe of 
Dan and the Philistines was carried out at that time largely 
in a snakelike manner, by means of guerrilla warfare rather 
than direct warfare. 


LANGUAGE 
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And Rabbi Yohanan says: Samson judged the Jewish people as 

their Father in Heaven" does, with complete justice, as it is 

stated: “Dan shall judge his people, as one of the tribes of Israel” 
(Genesis 49:16), which is interpreted to mean that Samson, from 

the tribe of Dan, judges his people just as God, Who is “One.” And 

Rabbi Yohanan says: Samson [Shimshon] is called by the name 

of the Holy One, Blessed be He, as it is stated: “For the Lord 

God is a sun [shemesh] anda shield” (Psalms 84:12). The Gemara 

comments: If that is so, then his name should not be erased just 

like other sanctified names are not erased. Rather, he is not called 

by the name of God but his name is akin to the name of the Holy 

One, Blessed be He, for just as the Holy One, Blessed be He, 
protects the entire world, so too Samson, in his generation, 
protected all the Jewish people. 


And Rabbi Yohanan says: Balaam was lame in one of his legs, 
as it is stated with regard to him: “And he went, limping [shefi]” 
(Numbers 23:3). Samson was lame in both of his two legs, as 
it is stated that when Jacob mentioned the tribe of Dan in the 
prophecy that pertained to Samson, he referred to him as: “Dan 
shall be a serpent in the way, a horned snake [shefifon] in the 
path” (Genesis 49:17), which is double shefi, i.e., doubly lame. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: Five individuals were created 
with a characteristic that is akin to a representation of the 
One on High, and they were all stricken by that characteristic. 
Samson was glorified in his strength, Saul in his neck (see 
I Samuel 9:2), Absalom in his hair, Zedekiah in his eyes," and 
Asa in his feet. 


The Gemara clarifies: Samson was stricken by his strength, which 
led to his demise, as it is written: “And she made him sleep upon 
her knees; and she called for a man and had the seven locks of his 
head shaved off; and she began to afflict him, and his strength 
went from him” (Judges 16:19). 


Saul was smitten in his neck, as it is written: “Then said Saul to 

his armor-bearer: Draw your sword, and thrust me through with 

it; lest these uncircumcised come and thrust me through, and 

make a mock of me. But his armor-bearer would not; for he was 

sore afraid. Therefore, Saul took his sword and fell upon it” 
(1 Samuel 31:4); he fell with his neck upon the sword. 


Absalom was stricken in his hair, as we will state later. Zedekiah 
was stricken in his eyes, as it is written: “And they slew the sons 
of Zedekiah before his eyes, and put out the eyes of Zedekiah, 
and bound him in fetters, and carried him to Babylon” (11 Kings 
25:7). 


Asa was stricken in his feet, as it is written: “Now the rest of all 
the acts of Asa, and all his might, and all that he did, and the cities 
that he built, are they not written in the book of the chronicles of 
the kings of Judah? But in the time of his old age he was diseased 
in his feet” (1 Kings 15:23). And Rav Yehuda says that Rav says: 
This indicates that gout [padagra]'® grabbed hold of him. Mar 
Zutra, son of Rav Nahman, said to Rav Nahman: What are the 
circumstances of gout? What pain does it involve? He said to 
him: It feels like a needle inserted into living flesh. The Gemara 
asks: From where did he know this? The Gemara answers: Some 
say that he himself suffered from this condition, and some say 
that he heard it from his teacher, and some say that he knew it 
through divine inspiration, as it stated: “The secret of the Lord 
is with them that fear Him; and His covenant, to make them 
know it” (Psalms 25:14). 


BACKGROUND 


Gout [padagra] - “1315: From the Greek nodaypa, 
podagra, whose literal meaning is a trap for the foot. It 
is used to refer to gout, which is a sickness of the foot. 
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Gout — X1373: Gout results from disturbances in the secretion 
of uric acid from the body. Crystals of the acid accumulate in 


severe pain that Rav Nahman described as being like a needle 
inserted into living flesh. 


various joints in the body, particularly in the toes, causing the 
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Rava taught: For what reason was Asa punished in his feet? 
Because he made Torah scholars perform forced labor 
[angarya |,‘ as itis stated: “Then King Asa made a proclamation 
unto all Judah; none was exempted; and they carried away 
the stones of Ramah and the timber thereof, with which Baasa 
had built, and King Asa built with them Geba of Benjamin and 
Mizpah’” (1 Kings 15:22). The superfluous expression “unto all’ 
indicates that the proclamation was issued to everyone, including 
Torah scholars. The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of the 
next phrase in the verse: “None was exempted [ein naki]”? Rav 
Yehuda says that Rav says: This includes even a bridegroom 
from his chamber and a bride from her canopy, as the verse 
states with regard to a bridegroom: “He shall be free [naki] for his 
house one year” (Deuteronomy 24:5). 


> 


§ Itis written with regard to Samson: “And Samson went down 
to Timnah, and saw a woman in Timnah of the daughters of the 
Philistines” (Judges 14:1), and it is written in the Torah passage 
concerning the incident of Judah and Tamar: “And it was told to 
Tamar, saying: Behold, your father-in-law is going up to Timnah 
to sheer his sheep” (Genesis 38:13). The verses contain an apparent 
contradiction as to whether Timnah was a place to which one must 
descend or a place to which one must ascend. Rabbi Elazar says: 
‘These terms do not refer to the manner of traveling to Timnah but 
are used figuratively. Concerning Samson, who was disgraced 
there in Timnah, the term indicating descent is written with 
regard to his journey. Concerning Judah, who was elevated there, 
the term indicating ascent is written with regard to his journey. 


Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani says differently: There were two 
cities named Timnah, one was reached by descent into a valley, 
and one was reached by ascent. 


Rav Pappa said differently: There was one Timnah, and it was 
located on the slope of a mountain. One who came from this side 
reached it by descent, and one who came from that side reached 
it by ascent. The Gemara presents examples of such cities: For 
example: Vardonia, and Bei Varei, and the market of Neresh.° 


‘The verse states with regard to Tamar: “And she put off from her 
the garments of her widowhood, and covered herself with her veil, 
and wrapped herself, and sat in the entrance of Enaim [befetah 
einayim]," which is by the way to Timnah; for she saw that Shelah 
was grown up, and she was not given unto him to wife” (Genesis 
38:14). The amora’im dispute the meaning of the word einayim. 
Rabbi Alexandri says: This teaches that she went and she sat at 
the entrance of the home of Abraham our forefather, a place 
that all eyes hope to see it, as she was certain that Judah would 
pass there. Rabbi Hanin says that Rav says: It is a place called 
Enaim, and similarly the verse states in the list of cities in Eretz 
Yisrael in the portion of Judah: “Tappuah and Enam” (Joshua 


15:34). 


Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani says: She provided eyes [einayim] 
for her statements, i.e., with her words she provided an opening 
[petah] for Judah to solicit her. When Judah solicited her to 
engage in sexual intercourse with him, he first attempted to verify 
her status and said to her: Are you perhaps are a gentile? She 
said to him: I am a convert. He asked: Perhaps you are a married 
woman? She said to him: I am an unmarried woman. He asked: 
Perhaps your father accepted betrothal for you and you are 
unaware ofit? She said to him: I am an orphan. He asked: Maybe 
you are impure? She said to him: I am pure. 


The Gemara discusses Abrahams house: It is written: “And he 
planted an eshel in Beersheba, and called there on the name of 
the Lord, the Everlasting God” (Genesis 21:33). Reish Lakish says: 
This teaches that Abraham made an orchard and planted in it all 
kinds of sweet things. 


LANGUAGE 
Forced labor [angarya] — x33: From the Greek 
ayyapeia, angareya, which means forced labor per- 
formed for the authorities. 


BACKGROUND 

Neresh — wy: A Babylonian city near the Neresh 
River, south of Sura, this was an important agri- 
cultural and commercial center. It was home to a 
large number of date palm farmers and producers 
of alcoholic beverages. Their community straddled 
the desert and was cut off from culture. Despite its 
isolation, it was home to a Jewish community for 
many generations, producing no small number of 
Sages. At one point, the prominent Sage Rav Pappa 
was the head of the yeshiva in Neresh. 


NOTES 
Entrance of Enaim [petah einayim] - oy nna: 
The midrash explains that the reason for all the 
expositions is because there is no explicit mention 
in the Bible of a place called Enaim or Petah Enaim. 
Therefore, it was assumed that it is not the name 
of a place. 
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LANGUAGE 
Orchard [pardes] - D378: This word is found in the Bible 
as an appellation for a pomegranate orchard (see Song 
of Songs 4:13). In the language of the Sages, it means 
an orchard of fruit trees of any kind. At times the word 
is used to refer to a garden enjoyed as a place of rest 
and relaxation. 


Inn [pundak] — 73315: From the Greek xavSoxeta, pan- 


dokeya, which means a guesthouse or hotel. 


Perek I 
Daf10 Amud b 


NOTES 
Rather as vayyakri — K xhg: Some explain that 
since the verse is stated in the context of building an inn 
or planting an orchard, which is generally not a means 


by which one typically proclaims in the name of God, 


Reish Lakish therefore understands that its purpose was 
to cause others to recognize God (Maharsha). 


Modest in the house of her father-in-law - maa nyny 
man: Generally, when a married woman is in close 
quarters with her husband, there will be times when 
her modesty is compromised. Therefore, a woman who 
conducts herself with modesty while living in close 


quarters with her husband in the house of her father- 


in-law is indicative of an extremely modest woman 
(lyyun Ya'akov). 


60 
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The tanna’im Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Nehemya disagree as to the 
meaning of the word “eshel.’ One said that it means an orchard 
[pardes],' and one said that it means an inn [pundak].' The Gemara 
continues: Granted, according to the one who said that it means 
an orchard, this is what is written: “And he planted,” and this is 
suitable language for an orchard. But according to the one who 
said that he opened an inn, what is the meaning of the phrase “and 
he planted”? The Gemara answers: As it is written: “And he shall 
plant [vayitta] the tents of his palace between the seas and the 
beauteous holy mountain; and he shall come to his end, and none 
shall help him” (Daniel 11:45), indicating that the word vayitta, and 
he planted, is also used to indicate pitching tents. 


The verse there states: “And he planted an eshel in Beersheba, and 
called there [vayyikra] on the name of the Lord, the Everlasting 
God” (Genesis 21:33). Reish Lakish said: Do not read this word 
literally as “vayyikra,’ and he called, 


but rather as vayyakri,’ and he caused others to call. This teaches 
that Abraham our forefather caused the name of the Holy One, 
Blessed be He, to be called out in the mouth of all passersby. 
How so? After the guests of Abraham ate and drank, they arose to 
bless him. He said to them: But did you eat from what is mine? 
Rather, you ate from the food of the God of the world. Therefore, 
you should thank and praise and bless the One Who spoke and 
the world was created. In this way, Abraham caused everyone to 
call out to God. 


The Gemara continues its discussion of the incident of Judah and 
Tamar. It is written: “When Judah saw her, he thought her to be a 
prostitute, for she had covered her face” (Genesis 38:15). The 
Gemara asks: Because she had covered her face he thought her to 
bea prostitute? Prostitutes usually uncover their faces in order to 
attract men. 


Rabbi Elazar says: The verse means that Tamar covered her face 
in the home of her father-in-law, Judah. Therefore, he did not 
recognize her when her face was uncovered. As Rabbi Shmuel 
bar Nahmani says that Rabbi Yonatan says: Any daughter-in-law 
who is modest in the house of her father-in-law" merits that 
kings and prophets emerge from her. From where do we derive 
this? From Tamar. Prophets emerged from her, as it is written: 


“The vision of Isaiah, the son of Amoz” (Isaiah 1:1). Kings emerged 


from her, as seen from David. And Rabbi Levi says: This matter 
is a tradition that we received from our ancestors: Amoz, father 
of Isaiah, and Amaziah, king of Judea, were brothers. This indi- 
cates that Isaiah was also from the house of David and therefore a 
descendant of Tamar. 


The verse describes Tamar’s court hearing: “When she was brought 
forth [mutzet], she sent to her father-in-law, saying: By the man 
whose these are, am I with child” (Genesis 38:25). The Gemara 
comments: It should have stated: When she was mitutzet. The 
word mutzet also carries the implication of being found. What then, 
is taught by the use of that term? Rabbi Elazar says: After her 
signs, which she was using to prove that she was impregnated 
by Judah, were brought out, the evil angel Samael came and 
distanced them from each other in an attempt to prevent Judah’s 
admission and Tamar’s survival, which would enable the birth of 
King David. The angel Gabriel then came and moved the signs 
closer again. Therefore, the word mutzet is used, as it alludes to the 
signs being found again. 
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The Gemara comments: This is as it is written: “For the leader, 
upon yonat eilem rehokim, a psalm [mikhtam] of David” (Psalms 

56:1). Rabbi Yohanan says the verse means: From the moment 

that her signs were distanced [rehokim], she became like a mute 

dove [yona illemet]. And the phrase “a psalm [mikhtam] of David” 
means: The one from whom David emerged, as he was modest 

[makh] and flawless [tam] with everyone. Alternatively, mikhtam 

indicates that makkato, the place on his body that would have 

required wounding [makka], was complete [tama], i.e., that David 

was born circumcised. Alternatively, mikhtam indicates that just 

as in his youth David made himself small in front of one who was 

greater than him in order to learn Torah from that person, so too, 
when he became great and was crowned king, he still behaved in 

this manner, so that his modesty, makh, was complete, tam, all of 
his life. 


The verse concerning Tamar then states: “She sent to her father-in- 
law, saying: By the man whose these are, am I with child” (Genesis 
38:25). The Gemara comments: And let her say to him explicitly that 
she was impregnated by him. Rav Zutra bar Tuviyya says that Rav 
says, and some say Rav Hana bar Bizna says that Rabbi Shimon 
Hasida says, and some say that Rabbi Yohanan says in the name 
of Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai: It is more amenable for a person™ 
to throw himself into a fiery furnace if faced with the choice of 
publicly embarrassing another or remaining silent even if it leads to 
being burned, and not humiliate another in public. From where 
do we derive this? From Tamar, as she was prepared to be burned if 
Judah did not confess, rather than humiliate him in public. 


The verse continues: “And she said: Discern, please, whose are these, 
the signet, and the cords, and the staff” (Genesis 38:25). Rabbi 
Hama, son of Rabbi Hanina, says: With use of the word discern 
Judah informed his father that Joseph was lost, and also with use of 
the word discern they informed Judah about the signs. The Gemara 
explains: With the word discern he informed Jacob his father when 
he brought him the coat of Joseph and said to his father: “And they 
sent the coat of many colors, and they brought it to their father; and 
said: This have we found. Discern now whether it is your son’s coat 
or not” (Genesis 37:32). With the word discern they informed him: 


“And she said: Discern, please, whose are these.” 


It states: “Discern, please [na].” The word na is nothing other than 
a language of request. The Gemara explains: She said to him: I 
request of you: Discern the image of your Creator in every person, 
and do not avert your eyes from me. 


‘The verse states: “And Judah acknowledged them, and said: She 
is more righteous than I; forasmuch as I gave her not to Shelah 
my son” (Genesis 38:26). This is the same as Rav Hanin bar Bizna 
says that Rabbi Shimon Hasida says: Joseph, who sanctified the 
name of Heaven in private by not committing adultery with the 
wife of Potiphar, merited that one letter from the name of the Holy 
One, Blessed be He, was added to his name, as it is written: “He 
appointed it in Joseph [ bihosef] for a testimony in his name, when 
He went forth against the land of Egypt” (Psalms 81:6). In this verse 
the name Joseph is written with an additional letter heh, found in the 
ineffable name of God. 


He continues: Judah, who sanctified the name of Heaven in public, 
merited that his entire name is called" by the name of the Holy 
One, Blessed be He, for all the letters of the ineffable name of God 
are included within the name of Judah, with the addition of the letter 


dalet. When he confessed and said: “She is more righteous than I,” 


a Divine Voice went forth and said: You saved Tamar and her 
two children in her womb from being burned by the fire. By your 
life, i.e., in your merit, I will save three of your children from 
the fire. And who are they? Hananiah, Mishael, and Azariah (see 
Daniel, chapter 3). 


NOTES 


It is more amenable for a person, etc. - ow b ni) 
"11: Tosafot explain that this statement should be taken 
iterally, that one is halakhically required to allow himself 
o be killed if the alternative is the public humiliation of 
another. The Rashbatz maintains that the rationale for 
his is that humiliating another is included in the gen- 
eral prohibition against murder, as when one humiliates 
another to the extent that he causes the blood to drain 
rom his face, it is akin to spilling his blood. He adds that 
he severity of humiliating others is stressed because 
generally people don't realize how deleterious it is and 
herefore do not properly atone for this transgression, 
hereby losing their place in the World-to-Come. The 

aharal explains that humiliating someone lessens 
his human dignity. As human dignity stems from one’s 
having been formed in the image of God, this can be 
viewed as a more severe transgression than causing 
bodily injury. 

However, many early and later commentaries (see 
Meiri) explain that this statement is not meant to be a 
practical halakhic ruling, as the wording of the Gemara: 
It is more amenable, indicates that it is not an actual 
halakha but a description of pious behavior. 


His entire name is called, etc. - 151 13 XIP! Some 
commentaries note that Judah did not have any letters 
added to his name, as this was his name from birth, even 
before he sanctified the name of God in public. One 
answer suggested is that Judah was given his name as a 
result of the divine inspiration of his mother, Leah, who 
chose the name as a foreshadowing of his future actions. 
Additionally, she could have named him Odeh, which 
would also carry her intended meaning of thanking God. 
The fact that the name she gave him contains the letters 
of the name of God is a result of this divine influence. 


HALAKHA 


It is more amenable for a person, etc. — 13) pad bni: 
One who embarrasses another in public has no share in 
the World-to-Come (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot 
Deot 6:8). 
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NOTES 


From Me these hidden matters [kevushim] emerged - 
D23 NY? 91: According to the standard version of the 
Gemara, this means that God declared that the hidden mat- 
ters emerged from Him. Similarly, the Midrash adds that this 
entire episode occurred in a manner that was clearly divinely 
orchestrated so as to eventually bring about the monarchy 
of David and the Messiah. This matter is discussed at length 
by the kabbalists (see Sefer HaGilgulim). The geonim had a 
different version of the text that read: From you came out two 
pressed ones [kevushim]. This would mean that Judah was 
told that the two twin boys who were, so to speak, pressed 
together in Tamar's womb, were his children. Another version 
reads: From you conquerors [kovshim] emerged, indicating that 
from these children conquerors would go forth in the future 
to conquer Eretz Yisrael. 


Once he knew of her, etc. — 131 my Pw Y3: The term: He knew, 
is often a euphemism connoting sexual intimacy, similar to 
“And the man knew Eve his wife” (Genesis 4:1), and the phrase 
thereby means that Judah no longer separated himself from 
Tamar. However, Rashi interprets the phrase as a term indi- 
cating actual knowledge, as once Judah realized that she had 
righteous intentions, he no longer separated himself from 
her. 

The Ramban in his commentary on the Torah writes that 
the actions of Judah were a fulfill ment of the mitzva of levirate 
marriage as performed in his day. He elaborates that before the 
giving of the Torah, levirate marriage was a mitzva not specifi- 
cally incumbent upon the brother of the deceased but for all 
relatives. Therefore, Tamar was permitted to remain married 
o Judah, as he had actually entered into levirate marriage 
with her. 


Absalom was proud of his hair - fwwa ngan) oibwars: The 
ength of his hair does not indicate anything negative, as Absa- 
om was a nazirite and obviously had long hair. However, the 
manner in which he weighed his hair is indicative of the pride 
he placed in it (/yyei HaYam). 


The netherworld opened beneath him — vanna bixw ypa: 

Rashi explains that this statement explains why Absalom did 

not cut his hair, as he was afraid to fall into Gehenna. In Pirkei 
DeRabbi Eliezer (50:3) it says that Absalom was aware of his sin 

and was afraid that he would be punished there. He therefore 
preferred to be killed by humans so that his gruesome death 
would atone for some of his sins. This might also be the alle- 
gorical meaning of the statement in the Gemara that Absalom 
allowed himself to be killed by people (/yyei HaYam). 


BACKGROUND 

A stone with which the people of Tiberias...weigh — jax 
ma D>piw.. Kau P~: The idea of a stone being used as 
a weighing device is mentioned in the Torah (Deuteronomy 
25:13). The king's stone recorded here is a formal royal weight. 
Apparently, here the expression king's stone refers simply to a 
large weight, and indicates that the measures of weight that 
the people of Tiberias and Tzippori used were larger than those 
previously used in Jerusalem or in the desert. 


LANGUAGE 


Sword [safseira] — XYP: Related to the Persian šafšēr, also 
known as shamshir, and meaning sword. 


Shamshir 
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Judah said: “She is more righteous than I [mimmenni]? The 
word “mimmenni” can also be understood as “from me,” with 
Judah thereby admitting that he is the father. The Gemara 
asks: From where did he know that it was in fact from him 
that Tamar was pregnant? The Gemara answers: A Divine 
Voice went forth and said: From Me these hidden matters 
emerged," and this woman will be the mother of royalty, which 
requires that Judah be the father. 


The same verse continues: “And he knew her [leda‘atah] again 

no more [velo yasaf ],” seemingly indicating that Judah did 

not engage in sexual intercourse with Tamar again. Shmuel 

the Elder, father-in-law of Rav Shmuel bar Ami, says in the 

name of Rav Shmuel bar Ami: The verse actually means that 

once he knew of her" that her intentions were for the sake of 
Heaven, he did not desist from engaging in sexual intercourse 

with her again, as it is written here: “Velo yasaf od leda‘atah,” 
and it is written there at the giving of the Torah: “These words 

the Lord spoke unto all your assembly in the mount out of the 

midst of the fire, of the cloud, and of the thick darkness, with 

a great voice and it went on no more [velo yasaf]” (Deuter- 
onomy 5:18), which is interpreted to mean: A great voice that 

did not cease. 


§ The mishna teaches: Absalom was excessively proud of his 
hair," and therefore he was hung by his hair. The Sages taught 
(Tosefta 3:16): Absalom rebelled and sinned due to his hair, 
as it is stated: “Now in all Israel there was none to be so much 
praised as Absalom for his beauty; from the sole of his foot 
even to the crown of his head there was no blemish in him. And 
when he shaved his head, as it was at every year’s end that he 
shaved it; because the hair was heavy on him, therefore he 
shaved it, and he weighed the hair of his head at two hun- 
dred shekels, by the king’s stone” (11 Samuel 14:25-26). What 
is the king’s stone? The Sages taught: A stone with which the 
people of Tiberias and the people of Tzippori weigh’ items. 


The baraita continues: And since he was proud of his hair, 
therefore, he was hung by his hair, as it is stated in the verse 
describing the battle between the forces of David and Absalom: 

“And Absalom chanced to meet the servants of David. And 
Absalom was riding upon his mule, and the mule went under 
the thick boughs of a great terebinth, and his head caught 
hold of the terebinth, and he was taken up between the 
heaven and the earth; and the mule that was under him went 
on” (11 Samuel 18:9). After he was spotted by the opposing 
troops, Absalom took a sword [safseira]' and wanted to cut 
his hair to save himself. The school of Rabbi Yishmael taught: 
At that moment, the gates of the netherworld opened 
beneath him" and he was afraid to fall into it, so he did not cut 
his hair, and he was killed by the opposing troops. 


It is written with regard to David's reaction after he learns of 
the death of Absalom: “And the king was much moved, and 
went up to the chamber over the gate, and wept; and as he 
went about he said: O my son Absalom, my son, my son 
Absalom! Would I had died in your place, O Absalom, my 
son, my son” (11 Samuel 19:1), and a few verses later it adds: 
“And the king covered his face, and the king cried with a 
loud voice: O my son Absalom, O Absalom, my son, my 
son” (11 Samuel 19:5). The Gemara asks: Why are there these 
eight mentions of “my son” by David, i.e., to what do they 
correspond? The Gemara answers: Seven times he said “my 
son,’ by which he raised him up from the seven chambers of 
Gehenna. And as for the other, eighth, time, some say that 
David brought the head of Absalom close to Absalom’s body, 
and some say that with this eighth mention David brought 
Absalom to the World-to-Come. 
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It is written there: “Now Absalom in his lifetime had taken and 
reared up for himself the pillar, which is in the king's valley; for he 
said: I have no son to keep my name in remembrance” (11 Samuel 
18:18). The Gemara asks: What did Absalom take? Reish Lakish 
says: He engaged in a bad transaction for himself by accepting 
bad advice for which he was punished. The verse continues: “The 
pillar, which is in the king’s valley [be’emek hammelekh].’ Rabbi 
Hanina bar Pappa says: This alludes to the pillar that is in the deep 
[amukka] counsel of the King [melekh] of the universe, as God 
had already decreed in the aftermath of the incident with Bathsheba 
that this would occur. 


This is as it is written there: “Thus said the Lord: Behold, I will 
raise up evil against you out of your own house” (11 Samuel 12:11), 
and this prophecy was fulfilled through Absalom. Similarly, you 
can say about Joseph, who was sent by his father to inquire as to the 
well-being of his brothers, where the verse states: “And he sent 
him from the valley [emek] of Hebron” (Genesis 37:14). Rabbi 
Hanina bar Pappa says: From the deep [amukka] counsel of that 
righteous individual who is interred in Hebron, i.e., Abraham, as 
it is written: “And He said unto Abram: Know that your seed shall 
be a stranger in a land that is not theirs, and shall serve them; and 
they shall afflict them four hundred years” (Genesis 15:13). The 
journey Joseph took to his brothers set in motion the descent of 
the Jewish people to Egypt. 


The Gemara continues its discussion of Absalom. The verse states 
concerning Absalom: “For he said: I have no son to keep my name 
in remembrance; and he called the pillar after his own name; and 
it is called Absalom’s monument to this day” (11 Samuel 18:18). The 
Gemara asks: And did Absalom not have sons? But isn’t it written: 

“And to Absalom there were born three sons, and one daughter’ 
(11 Samuel 14:27)? Rav Yitzhak bar Avdimi says: He meant that 
he did not have a son worthy for royalty. Rav Hisda said: It 
is learned as a tradition: Anyone who burns the produce" of 
another does not leave a son to inherit from him, and he, Absalom, 
burned the produce of Joab, as it is written: “Therefore he said to 
his servants: See, Joab’s field is near mine, and he has barley 
there; go and set it on fire. And Absalom’s servants set the field 
on fire” (11 Samuel 14:30). 


3 


The mishna teaches: And the same is so with regard to the 
reward for good deeds. Miriam waited for the baby Moses for one 
hour at the shore of the Nile; therefore, the Jewish people delayed 
their travels in the desert for seven days to wait for her when she 
was smitten with leprosy. The Gemara asks: Are these matters com- 
parable? There, Miriam waited one hour," while here, the Jewish 
people waited for her for seven days. Abaye said: Say this with a 
slight change: And with regard to the repaying of good it is not so, 
as a person is not rewarded precisely measure for measure, as the 
reward may be greater than the good deed. 


Rava said to him: But the tanna taught in the mishna: And the 
same is so with regard to the reward of good deeds. Rather, Rava 
said: This is what the mishna is teaching: And the same is so 
with regard to the reward of good deeds. It is rewarded with the 
same measure, i.e., a person is rewarded in the same manner as 
the good deed, but the measure of good is always greater" than 
the measure of punishment. Therefore, Miriam was rewarded in 
the same manner as, but in a greater measure than, her deed. 


NOTES 
Anyone who burns the produce, etc. — inan qiw by 
na: This punishment is measure for measure. Just as one 
destroyed the produce of another, he is also punished by 
not having produce, i.e., progeny (/yyun Ya'akov). 


One hour - KAYW XTN: Josafot write that one hour is not 
be taken literally, but indicates a short amount of time. 


But the measure of good is always greater — nm oriy 
nan aiv: Tosafot ask: Why doesn't the punishment for 
he sin of the spies, which included the Jewish people 
wandering in the wilderness for one year for each day 
he spies surveyed Eretz Yisrael, prove that the measure 
of punishment can be greater than the measure of good? 
n the Yefe Toar it is explained that the wandering in the 
wilderness should not be viewed as a punishment. This is 
because the punishment actually was that all the males 
of that generation would die in the wilderness. Therefore, 
he extended time they wandered was to their benefit, 
because their lives were thereby prolonged. 
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NOTES 
Say to wisdom: You are my sister — PX "Tint anand 1y: 
Rav Sherira Gaon explains that the Divine Presence is the 
manifestation of God's glory in the world. This glory reveals 
itself in various ways, and wisdom is one of them. 


For behold the Lord will come in fire — K2 Wa 71 71377 3: 
The Ben Yehoyada points out that it is clear that here, as 
well as in other similar passages in the Gemara, the Gemara 
doesn't mean to say that the Egyptians cited this verse from 
Isaiah, as he prophesied hundreds of years later. Rather, the 
verse is cited by the Sages, and the Egyptians believed that 
God punishes with fire, as the verse writes with regard to 
Sodom: “Then the Lord caused to rain upon Sodom and 
upon Gomorrah brimstone and fire” (Genesis 19:24). 
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With regard to Miriam’s deed the verse states: “And his sister 
stood afar off, to know what would be done to him” (Exodus 
2:4). Rabbi Yitzhak says: This entire verse is stated in refer- 
ence to the Divine Presence, i.e., each phrase alludes to the 
Divine Presence watching over Moses. “And his sister stood”; as 
it is written: “And the Lord came, and stood” (1 Samuel 3:10). 
“His sister”; as it is written: “Say to wisdom: You are my sister” 
(Proverbs 7:4)." “Afar off”; as it is written: “From afar the Lord 
appeared to me” (Jeremiah 31:2). “To know”; as it is written: 
“For the Lord is a God of knowledge” (1 Samuel 2:3). “What”; 
as it is written: “What does the Lord God require of you” 
(Deuteronomy 10:12). “Would be done”; as it is written: “For 
the Lord God will do nothing” (Amos 3:7). “To him”; as it is 
written: “And the Lord said to him: Peace be with you” (Judges 
6:23). 


§ The Gemara proceeds to discuss the sojourn of the Jewish 
people in Egypt. The verse states: “And there arose a new 
king over Egypt, who knew not Joseph” (Exodus 1:8). Rav and 
Shmuel disagree about the interpretation of this verse. One says 
that this means he was actually a new king, and one says that 
this means that his decrees were transformed as if he were a 
new king. The one who says that he was actually a new king 
holds that it is because it is written “new.” And the one who 
says that his decrees were transformed holds that it is because 
it is not written: “And the previous king of Egypt died and a 
new king reigned.” This indicates that the same king remained. 
According to this interpretation, the words: “Who knew not 
Joseph” (Exodus 1:8), mean that he was like someone who did 
not know him at all. Although he certainly knew Joseph and his 
accomplishments, he acted as if he didn’t. 


The next verse states: “And he said to his people: Behold, the 
people of the children of Israel are too many and too mighty 
for us” (Exodus 1:9). It was taught (Tosefta 4:11): He, Pharaoh, 
initiated the proposal. Therefore, of his people, he was stricken 
first. He initiated the proposal, as it is written: “And he said to 
his people.” Therefore, he was stricken first, as it is written: 
“And the frogs shall come up both upon you, and upon your 
people, and upon all your servants” (Exodus 7:29). 


The next verse states that Pharaoh said: “Come, let us deal 
wisely with him [lo], lest he multiply, and it come to pass that 
when there befalls us any war, he will also join our enemies, 
and fight against us” (Exodus 1:10). The Gemara comments: He 
should have said in plural: With them [lahem], rather than the 
singular: “With him.’ Rabbi Hama, son of Rabbi Hanina, says 
that Pharaoh was saying: Come, let us deal wisely with regard 
to the savior of Israel, referring to God. 


His advisors asked: With what form of death shall we judge and 
decree upon them? If we shall judge them with fire, perhaps we 
will be punished measure for measure by fire, as it is written: 

“For behold, the Lord will come in fire” (Isaiah 66:15)," and it 
is written in the verse that follows it: “For by fire will the Lord 
contend” (Isaiah 66:16). Similarly, we cannot judge them with 
the sword, as it is written in the continuation of that verse: “And 
by His sword with all flesh” (Isaiah 66:16). 


Rather, let us come and judge them with water, by drowning 
the Jewish babies. God will not punish us with water, for the 
Holy One, Blessed be He, already took an oath that He will 
not bring a flood upon the world, as it is stated: “For this is as 
the waters of Noah unto Me; for as I have sworn that the waters 
of Noah should no more go over the earth” (Isaiah 54:9). The 
Gemara comments: And Pharaoh's advisors did not know that 
He will not bring a flood upon all the world, but He may bring 
destruction by water upon one nation. 
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Alternatively, there is an additional way to punish the Egyptians 
with water: He does not bring a flood upon them, but they may 
come and fall into water, and so it says: “And the sea returned to 
its strength when the morning appeared; and the Egyptians fled 
toward it; and the Lord overthrew the Egyptians in the midst of 
the sea” (Exodus 14:27), indicating that the Egyptians fell into the 
water. And this is what Rabbi Elazar says: What is the meaning 
of that which is written: “Now I know that the Lord is greater 
than all gods, for in that which they conspired [zadu] against 
them” (Exodus 18:11)? The phrase means: In the pot in which 
they cooked, they themselves were cooked, as they were pun- 
ished through drowning, measure for measure, for drowning the 
Jewish babies. The Gemara asks: From where may it be inferred 
that this word “zadu” is a term meaning a pot? The Gemara 
answers: As it is written: “And Jacob simmered a pot [vayyazed 
Ya'akov nazid|” (Genesis 25:29). 


Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba says that Rabbi Simai says: Three note- 
worthy people were consulted by Pharaoh in that counsel where 
Pharaoh questioned what should be done with the Jewish people. 
They were Balaam, and Job, and Yitro. 


Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba teaches what occurred to each of them: 
Balaam, who advised Pharaoh to kill all sons born to the Jewish 
people, was punished by being killed in the war with Midian (see 
Numbers 31:8). Job, who was silent" and neither advised nor 
protested, was punished by suffering, as detailed in the epony- 
mous book in the Bible. Yitro, who ran away as a sign of protest, 
merited that some of his children’s children sat in the Sanhedrin 
in the Chamber of Hewn Stone, as it is stated: “And the families 
of scribes who dwelt at Jabez, Tirathites, Shimeathites, and 
Sucathites, these were the Kenites who descended from Ham- 
math, the father of the house of Rechab” (1 Chronicles 2:55). 
And it is written: “The children of the Kenite, Moses’ father-in- 
law” (Judges 1:16). This teaches that the Kenites, descendants of 
Yitro, the father-in-law of Moses, dwelt at Jabez [ Yabetz], referring 
to the place where the Jewish people go for advice [eitza], i.e., the 
Chamber of Hewn Stone. 


The verse states: “Come, let us deal wisely with him, lest he multi- 
ply, and it come to pass that when there befalls us any war, he will 
also join our enemies, and fight against us, and get him up out 
of the land” (Exodus 1:10). The Gemara comments: He should 
have said: And get us up, as Pharaoh’s fear was that the Jewish 
people would join the enemies of Egypt and drive Pharaoh and 
the Egyptians out of Egypt. Rabbi Abba bar Kahana says: By 
stating this, Pharaoh is like a person who curses himself but 
applies his curse to another. 


The next verse states: “Therefore they did set over him task- 
masters in order to afflict him with their burdens” (Exodus 1:11). 
The Gemara comments: It should have stated: Over them, in the 

plural. The school of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, taught: 
This teaches that at first they brought a brick mold’ and they 
hung it on the neck of Pharaoh to create the appearance that he 

was also participating in the labor. And with regard to each and 

every Jew who said to the Egyptians: I am a delicate person 

[istenis]‘ and I cannot participate in the labor, they said to him: 

Are you at all more of a delicate person than Pharaoh, and he 

is participating. Therefore, the verse states: “They did set over 

him,” as they first placed the burden on Pharaoh as an artifice to 

enslave the Jewish people. 


The term “Taskmasters [sarei missim]” is formed from the term: 
A matter that compels [shemesim] the manufacture of bricks, as 
the Jewish people were forced into labor when these taskmasters 
were assigned to them. 


NOTES 

Job, who was silent - pnww six: The commentaries 
discuss why Job's silence was punished so severely. Where, 
they ask, is the measure for measure in his harsh pun- 
ishment? Some explain that his silence indicated that 
he agreed with Balaam, which caused the advice of 
Balaam to be accepted. Therefore, Job was punished 
with suffering that he had to accept in silence. Others, 
citing the Zohar, state that Job was not completely silent. 
Rather, he suggested that the Jewish people not be 
killed but rather should be made to suffer financial loss 
and physical affliction. Therefore, Job was punished in a 
similar manner. 


And the families of scribes, etc. — ^2) oi ninawa: 
See Rashi, who interprets all the names mentioned there 
in terms of their Torah knowledge and as alluding to the 
fact that they were judges. 


BACKGROUND 


A brick mold - jan: This is a form in which bricks are 
produced. In antiquity, bricks were produced by hand. 
However, molds were soon developed to enable the 
production of bricks of uniform size. These molds were 
box shaped, generally rectangular, but other shapes were 
used according to the type of brick needed. Clay was first 
mixed with cut straw to reinforce it, and then the mixture 
was pressed into the mold and subsequently removed to 
dry in the sun or in an oven. In ancient times, bricks were 
generally small. Even the fairly large ones used at the time 
of the Talmud were square with sides of 3 handbreadths, 
24 X 24 cm. Consequently, it was possible to hang a brick 
of that size on a person's neck. 


LANGUAGE 
Delicate person [istenis] — D’~D»xK: From the Greek 
åoðevýç, astenés, which means weak, without power, 
without energy. The Sages use it to refer to an individual 
who is extremely refined, either physically or spiritually. 
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NOTES 
Pithom and Raamses — Doran nima: The Maharsha 
writes that the Sages had a tradition that Pithom and 
Raamses were actually the same place, and therefore 
the separate names were clearly meant to teach 
another matter. Others explain that there would be 


no reason to state the names of these cities in the verse, 


as it would have been sufficient to simply say: “Storage 
cities” Therefore, the fact that the names are given is 
grounds for exegesis (/yyun Ya'akov). 


Perek I 
Daf11 Amud b 


NOTES 


Initially with mortar and bricks, etc. - wina mynna 
"5i ma: Initially the Egyptians instructed the Jews 


to work with mortar and bricks to fortify the cities, 
which is labor incumbent on all citizens of a country. 


Afterward, they forced them to work in the fields as 
well, and then they commanded them to perform all 
the work that had to be done to provide for the needs 
of the Egyptians (Maharsha). 
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The verse continues: “In order to afflict him with their burdens 
(Exodusı:11). The Gemara comments: It should have stated: “In 
order to afflict them,” in the plural. Rather, the intention is, as 
mentioned previously, in order to afflict Pharaoh, with the result 
of causing the burdens of the Jewish people. 


The verse concludes: “And they built for Pharaoh storage cities 

[miskenot], Pithom and Raamses” (Exodus 1:11). Rav and Shmuel 

disagree as to the precise interpretation of the word miskanot. 
One says that they are called this because they were the type of 
structures that endanger [mesakenot] their owners, as it is danger- 
ous to work in cities with tall buildings. And one says that they are 

called this because this is the type of property that impoverishes 

[memaskenot] their owners, as the Master said: All who engage 

in construction become poor. 


‘The verse states that the names of the cities they built were “Pithom 
and Raamses” (Exodus 1:11)." Rav and Shmuel disagree as to the 
precise interpretation of this verse, both assuming that only one 
city was built, which had primary and secondary names. One says 
that Pithom was its real name, and why was it called Raamses? It 
is an appellation indicating that as the buildings were constructed 
they collapsed [mitroses] one by one and needed to be rebuilt. 
And one says that Raamses was its real name, and why was it 
called Pithom? Because the opening of the abyss [pi tehom] 
swallowed each building they constructed one by one, and it 
sunk into the ground. 


The next verse states: “But the more they afflicted him, the more 

he would multiply and the more he would spread about” 
(Exodus 1:12). The Gemara comments: It should have stated: The 

more they multiplied and the more they spread about, in the 

past tense. Reish Lakish says: Divine inspiration proclaimed 

to the Egyptians: As long as this nation is afflicted, the more he 

will multiply and the more he will spread about. As the verse 

states: “And they became disgusted [vayyakutzu] due to the 

children of Israel.” The Gemara explains: This teaches that the 

Jewish people appeared in their eyes like thorns [kotzim]. 


The next verse states: “And the Egyptians made the children of 
Israel work 


with rigor [befarekh]” (Exodus 1:13). Rabbi Elazar says: The 
word befarekh is a conjugation of the words: With a soft mouth 
[bifeh rakh], as the Egyptians enticed the Jewish people into 
slavery, gradually subjugating them until they had lost their free- 
dom completely. Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani says: The word 
befarekh should be understood as: With crushing [bifrikha], as 
the Egyptians subjugated Israel with backbreaking labor. 


The next verse states: “And they made their lives bitter through 
hard service, with mortar and brick, and with every laborious 
service in the field” (Exodus 1:14). Rava says: The verse mentions 
specifically mortar and brick and then all forms of labor, as initially 
the Egyptians had them work with mortar and bricks," and ulti- 
mately they subjugated them “and with every laborious service 
in the field.” 
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The verse concludes: “In all their service, wherein they 
made them serve with rigor” (Exodus 1:14). Rabbi Shmuel 
bar Nahmani says that Rabbi Yonatan says: The meaning of 
befarekh is that the Egyptians would exchange the responsi- 
bilities of men and women, giving men’s work to women" and 
women’s work to men, requiring everyone to do work to which 
they were unaccustomed. And even according to the one who 
says that there, in the previous verse, bifarekh indicates that 
the Egyptians enslaved the Jews with a soft mouth, here, in 
this verse, which describes the physical hardship of the labor, 
the word befarekh certainly means with crushing labor. 


§ Rav Avira taught: In the merit of the righteous women" that 
were in that generation, the Jewish people were redeemed 
from Egypt. He tells of their righteous actions: At the time 
when these women would go to the river to draw water, the 
Holy One, Blessed be He, would materialize for them small 
fish’ that would enter into their pitchers, and they would there- 
fore draw pitchers that were half filled with water and half filled 
with fish. And they would then come and place two pots on 
the fire, one pot of hot water for washing their husbands and 
one pot of fish with which to feed them. 


And they would then take what they prepared to their hus- 
bands, to the field, and would bathe their husbands and anoint 
them with oil and feed them the fish and give them to drink 
and bond with them in sexual intercourse between the sheep- 
folds, i.e., between the borders and fences of the fields, as it is 
stated: “When you lie among the sheepfolds, the wings of the 
dove are covered with silver, and her pinions with the shimmer 
of gold” (Psalms 68:14), which is interpreted to mean that as a 
reward for “when you lie among the sheepfolds,’ the Jewish 
people merited to receive the plunder of Egypt, as it is stated 
in the continuation of the verse, as a reference to the Jewish 
people: “The wings of the dove are covered with silver, and 
her pinions with the shimmer of gold” (Psalms 68:14). 


And when these women would become pregnant, they would 
come back to their homes, and when the time for them to give 
birth would arrive they would go and give birth in the field 
under the apple tree, as it is stated: “Under the apple tree I 
awakened you; there your mother was in travail with you; there 
was she in travail and brought you forth” (Song of Songs 8:5). 


And the Holy One, Blessed be He, would send from the heav- 
ens above an angel who would clean and prepare the newborns, 
just as a midwife prepares the newborn, as it is stated: “And 
as for your birth, on the day you were born, your navel was 
not cut nor were you washed with water for cleansing; you 
were not salted at all, nor swaddled at all” (Ezekiel 16:4). This 
indicates that there were no midwives to take care of the Jews 
born in Egypt. And then, the angel would gather for them two 
round stones from the field and the babies would nurse from 
that which would flow out of them. One of the stones flowed 
with oil and one of the stones flowed with honey, as it is stated: 

“And He would suckle them with honey from a crag and oil 
from a flinty rock” (Deuteronomy 32:13). 


And once the Egyptians would notice them, realizing that 

they were Jewish babies, they would come to kill them. But a 

miracle would occur for them and they would be absorbed 

by the earth. And the Egyptians would then bring oxen and 

would plow upon them, as it is stated: “The plowers plowed 

upon my back; they made long their furrows” (Psalms 129:3). 
After the Egyptians would leave, the babies would emerge 

and exit the ground like grass of the field, as it is stated: 

“I caused you to increase even as the growth of the field” 
(Ezekiel 16:7). 


NOTES 
Men's work to women, etc. - 151 ay) DWI nahn: 
Even though men's work generally requires more physical 
effort, women's work requires other character traits such 
as patience and the ability to pay greater attention to 
detail. This causes suffering for one not accustomed to 
this kind of work (Ben Yehoyada). 


In the merit of the righteous women - Dw) 13va 
nity: The Maharsha explains that the primary mean- 
ing of this statement relates to the fact that the women 
remained faithful to their husbands and even encouraged 
them to engage in sexual intercourse, despite their dire 
circumstances. In this way they helped keep the Jewish 
people alive. 


BACKGROUND 


Small fish — DYP O47: Due to its size and slow flow, 
which leave deposits of organic silt, the Nile River serves 
as a fertile environment for fish. Moreover, in some sea- 
sons the abundance of food in the river attracts large 
numbers of fish from the sea. During these seasons it is 
not necessary to use sophisticated equipment to catch 
fish, as even simple vessels suffice. 
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BACKGROUND 


Her thighs become as cold as stones — nixus NID» 


DAN3: It is possible that this expression refers to t 
contraction and hardening of the stomach muscles and 
the muscles near them during the birth process, whi 


ne 


ch 


cause these muscles to become like stone. It could be 


that this contraction and hardening results in a feeling 
of coldness in other parts of the body as well. 


One thigh here - {x32 JV: The way in which a pot 


sits while at his potter’s wheel resembles the birth pro- 
cess in that his feet are spread out on both sides of t 


er 


ne 


wheel, where the lump of clay usually sits. This is done 
both to enable him to rotate the wheel and easily reach 


every side of the instrument with his hand. 


Potter creating a vessel with a pottery wheel 
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And once the babies would grow, they would come like many 
flocks of sheep to their homes, as it is stated in the continuation of 
the verse: “And you did increase and grow up and you came with 
excellent beauty [ba‘adi adayim]” (Ezekiel 16:7). Do not read the 


verse as: “Ba‘adi adayim,” “with excellent beauty.’ Rather, read it as: 
Be’edrei adarim, meaning: As many flocks. 


And when the Holy One, Blessed be He, revealed Himself at the 
Red Sea, these children recognized Him first, as it is stated: “This 
is my God, and I will glorify Him” (Exodus 15:2). They recognized 
Him from the previous time that He revealed Himself to them in 
their infancy, enabling them to say: “This is my God.” 


§ The verse states: “And the king of Egypt spoke to the Hebrew 
midwives, of whom the name of the one was Shiphrah, and the 
name of the other Puah” (Exodus 1:15). Rav and Shmuel disagree 
as to the proper interpretation of this verse. One says that these 
midwives were a woman and her daughter, and one says that 
they were a daughter-in-law and her mother-in-law. According 
to the one who says that they were a woman and her daughter, 
the women were Jochebed, the mother of Moses and Aaron, and 
her daughter, Miriam. And according to the one who says that 
they were a daughter-in-law and her mother-in-law, the verse is 
referring to Jochebed and her daughter-in-law Elisheba, the wife 
of Aaron. 


It is taught in a baraita according to the one who says that they 
were a woman and her daughter, because it is taught in a baraita: 
With regard to Shiphrah, who is referred to in the verse, this is 
really a reference to Jochebed. And why was she called Shiphrah? 
Because she would prepare [mishapperet ] the newborn. Alterna- 
tively, she is referred to as Shiphrah because the Jewish people 
increased and multiplied [shepparu verabbu] in her days, due to 
her assistance. 


The baraita continues: With regard to Puah, who is referred to in the 

verse, this is really a reference to Miriam. And why was she called 

Puah? Because she would make a comforting sound [poa] as she 

would remove the child from the womb of the mother. Alterna- 
tively, the word Puah is related to one of the verbs that describe 

speaking, as she would speak [poa] through divine inspiration 

and say: In the future, my mother will give birth to a son who will 

save the Jewish people. 


The next verse relates the instructions of Pharaoh to the midwives: 

“And he said: When you deliver the Hebrew women, and you look 
upon the stones [ovnayim],, if it be a son, then you shall kill him; but 
if it be a daughter, then she shall live” (Exodus 1:16). The Gemara 
asks: What is the meaning of “stones”? Rabbi Hanan says: Pharaoh 
transmitted a great sign to them. He said to them: At the time 
when a woman crouches to give birth, her thighs become as cold 
as stones,’ and, therefore, this shall be for youa sign that the woman 
is about to give birth. 


And there are those who say an alternative explanation for ovnayim: 
As it is written: “So I went down to the potter’s shop, and behold, 
he was at his work on the wheels [ovnayim]” (Jeremiah 18:3). Just 
as this potter sits so that one thigh is here® and one thigh is there 
and the block upon which he works is in the middle, so too, a 
woman giving birth also has one thigh here and one thigh there 
and the newborn is in the middle. 


The verse continues: “If it be a son, then you shall kill him; but if 
it be a daughter, then she shall live” (Exodus 1:16). Rabbi Hanina 
says: Pharaoh transmitted to them a great sign to enable them to 
know the gender of the infant from the beginning of the birth 
process: A boy is born with his face downward; a girl is born with 
her face upward. Pharaoh provided them with this sign so that 
they could kill the boys secretly even before the mother realized 
what was happening. 
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The next verse states: “But the midwives feared God, and did 
not as the king of Egypt spoke about them [aleihen], but they 
kept the male children alive” (Exodus 1:17). The Gemara com- 
ments: It should have stated: “Spoke to them [lahen]? Rabbi 
Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, says: This teaches that Pharaoh 
proposed to them to engage in a sinful act, i.e., sexual intercourse, 
with him, but they did not accept his overtures. The word aleihen 
is often used in reference to sexual intercourse, for example: “And 
brought her to him; and he consorted with her [eileha}” (Genesis 
29:23), and that is its connotation here as well. 


The verse concludes: “But they kept the male children alive” 
(Exodus 1:17). A Sage teaches: It is not only that they did not kill 

the children as Pharaoh had commanded them, but that they 
would even provide for them water and food, as the phrase “But 

they kept the male children alive” indicates. 


After being questioned by Pharaoh concerning their failure to 
obey his command, the midwives responded, as it is written: “And 
the midwives said to Pharaoh: Because the Hebrew women are 
not as the Egyptian women, for they are lively [hayot], and are 
delivered before the midwife comes to them” (Exodus 1:19). The 
Gemara asks: What is the meaning of “hayot”? If we say that the 
Hebrew women are like hayot, meaning actual midwives for 
themselves, and therefore they do not need assistance from others, 
is that to say that a midwife does not need the assistance of 
another midwife in order to help her give birth? 


Rather, the midwives said to Pharaoh: This nation is compared 
to an animal [hayya], and animals give birth without a midwife. 
For example, with regard to Judah it is written: “Judah is a lion’s 
whelp” (Genesis 49:9); with regard to Dan it is written: “Dan 
shall be a serpent in the way” (Genesis 49:17); with regard to 
Naphtali it is written: “A hind let loose” (Genesis 49:21); with 
regard to Issachar it is written: “A large-boned donkey” (Genesis 
49:14); with regard to Joseph it is written: “His first bullock” 
(Deuteronomy 33:17); with regard to Benjamin it is written: “A 
ravenous wolf” (Genesis 49:27). 


The Gemara comments: Concerning those individuals where a 
comparison to an animal is written with regard to him, it is 
already written with regard to him. And concerning those where 
no specific metaphor comparing them to an animal is written 
with regard to him explicitly, in any case a general comparison 
is written about the Jewish people: “How your mother was a 
lioness; among lions she crouched, in the midst of the young 
lions she reared her whelps” (Ezekiel 19:2), indicating that all 
the Jewish people are compared to animals. 


The verse relates the midwives’ reward: “And it came to pass, 
because the midwives feared God, that He made them houses” 
(Exodus 1:21). Rav and Shmuel disagree as to the precise inter- 
pretation of these houses: One says that God made the houses 
of the priesthood and the Levites descend from the midwives, 
and one says that God made the houses of royalty descend from 
them. The one who says that it is referring to the houses of the 
priesthood and the Levites is referring to Aaron and Moses, 
who were sons of Jochebed. And the one who says that it is 
referring to houses of royalty is referring to David, who also 
comes from Miriam, as it is written: “And Azubah,” the wife 
of Caleb, “died, and Caleb took to him Ephrath, who bore 
him Hur” (1 Chronicles 2:19) and, as will be explained further, 
Ephrath is Miriam. And it is written: “David was the son of that 
Ephrathite of Bethlehem in Judah” (1 Samuel 17:12). Therefore, 
he was a descendant of Miriam. 
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Perek I 
Daf12 Amud a 


NOTES 


Anyone who marries, etc. — 3) KW i3 93: The Mahar- 


sha explains that this principle is derived from the case 
of Miriam herself, as before she was married she was 
sickly, and her rejuvenation after her marriage is viewed 
as a second birth. 


As he set himself straight - inyy ny ww: Rashi 
explains that he set himself straight in that he did not 
join the other spies in their claims against traveling to 
Eretz Yisrael. The Maharsha interprets this otherwise, 
explaining that this refers to his act of marrying Miriam 
for the sake of Heaven. 


LANGUAGE 
Rose [vered] - 111: Apparently from the Persian vard, 
meaning a red rose. This loanword, and similarly its 
Greek counterpart p68ov, rhodon, was also used as a 
general term for the color red. 
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The Gemara discusses the family of Caleb: In Chronicles it says: 
“And Caleb, the son of Hezron, begot children of Azubah his 
wife, and of Jerioth, and these were her sons: Jesher, and 
Shobab, and Ardon” (1 Chronicles 2:18). The Gemara asks: 
Was Caleb actually the son of Hezron? Wasn’t he the son of 
Jephunneh, as the verse states in Numbers 13:6? The Gemara 
answers: He was the son of Hezron, but he is called “son of 
Jephunneh” as an appellation indicating that he was a son who 
turned away [sheppana] from the counsel of the spies. 


The Gemara asks: But it is still difficult. Hezron could not be his 
father, as Caleb was the son of Kenaz, as it is written: “And 
Othniel, the son of Kenaz, Caleb’s younger brother, took it” 
(Judges 1:13). This would mean that Caleb was also a son of 
Kenaz. Rava said: Caleb was the stepson of Kenaz, as he and 
Othniel shared a mother but had different fathers. 


The Gemara comments: The language of another verse is also 

precise based on this explanation, as it is written: “And Caleb the 

son of Jephunneh the Kenizzite said unto him” (Joshua 14:6). 
Although his father was Jephunneh, he is known as “the Kenizzite,” 
although he was not actually a son of Kenaz. The Gemara accepts 

this proof and states: Conclude from it that Rava’s explanation 

is correct. 


The verse states: “And Caleb, the son of Hezron, begot children 
of Azubah his wife, and of Jerioth, and these were her sons: Jesher, 
and Shobab, and Ardon” (1 Chronicles 2:18). The Gemara ana- 
lyzes the verse: The verse refers to the wife of Caleb by the name 
Azubah. The Sages teach that this is Miriam. And why is she 
called Azubah? As everyone initially abandoned her [azavuha] 
and did not want to marry her because she was sickly and unat- 
tractive. The verse additionally states: “And Caleb, the son of 
Hezron, begot children [holid] of Azubah his wife” (1 Chronicles 
2:18). The Gemara asks: Why use the term “holid,” begot children? 
But doesn’t this verse state that he married her? Rabbi Yohanan 
says: This teaches us that with regard to anyone who marries" a 
woman for the sake of Heaven, as he married her due to her 
righteousness without concern for her appearance, the verse 
ascribes him credit as if he gave birth to her. 


The same verse refers to Miriam additionally as Jerioth, which the 
Gemara explains was appropriate, for her face was like extremely 
pallid curtains [yeriot]. 


The verse continues: “And these were her sons [vaneha].’ The 
Gemara explains: Do not read it as vaneha, her sons; rather, read 
it as boneha, her builders. In other words, the rest of the names 
in the verse are not the names of her children, but rather appella- 
tions for her husband, whose marriage to her built her, as it were. 
The first appellation for Caleb, “Jesher,’ is referring to his actions, 
as he set himself straight [yisher]" and did not join in the 
counsel of the spies. The second appellation, “Shobab,’ is refer- 
ring to the fact that he broke [sibbev] his evil inclination by 
rebelling against the other spies. The third appellation, “and 
Ardon [veArdon],’ is referring to the fact that he ruled [rada] 
over his evil inclination. And some say: Because the face of 
his wife Miriam became beautiful like a rose [vered]! after they 
were married, she was also called Vardon, due to her rose-like 
complexion. 
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The Gemara interprets an additional verse as referring to Caleb. 
It is stated: “And Ashhur the father of Tekoa had two wives, 
Helah and Naarah” (1 Chronicles 4:5). Ashhur is Caleb. And 
why was he called Ashhur? Because his face became black- 
ened [husheharu] from the extensive fasts that he accepted 
upon himself so that he would not be entrapped by the counsel 
of the spies. “The father of” is also referring to Caleb, as he 
became like a father to his wife. The next word in the verse, 
“Tekoa,” is an additional reference to Caleb, as he attached 
[taka] his heart to his Father in Heaven. 


The phrase in the verse “had two wives” actually means it is as 
if Miriam became like two wives, because she changed over 
the course of time. And therefore the two names written in the 
verse: “Helah and Naarah,” were not two separate women, 
Helah and Naarah. Rather, initially Miriam was sickly [hela] 
and forlorn, and ultimately she was healthy and beautiful like 
a young woman [na‘ara]. 


The Gemara expounds the following verse as referring to 
Miriam: “And the children of Helah were Zereth [Tzeret] and 
Zohar and Ethnan” (1 Chronicles 4:7). She was now called 

“Tzeret,’ for she became so beautiful that she was like a rival 
[tzara] to other women, as they were jealous of her beauty. 
She is called “Zohar,” as her face shined like the sun does at 
noon [tzohorayim]. She is called “Ethnan,” as any man that 
saw her would be aroused so much that he would bring a gift 
[etnan] to his wife to entice her. 


§ The Gemara returns to the discussion of the bondage in 

Egypt. “And Pharaoh charged all his people, saying: Every 

son that is born you shall cast into the river, and every daughter 

you shall save alive” (Exodus 1:22). Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 

Hanina, says: The use of the phrase “every son that is born” 
indicates that he decreed even on his own nation" that all their 

male babies must be killed. And Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 

Hanina, says further: He decreed three decrees. Initially, he 

commanded the midwives only with regard to Jewish infants: 

“You shall look upon the stones. If it be a son, then you shall 

kill him; but if it be a daughter, then she shall live” (Exodus 

1:16). And afterward, he decreed with regard to the Jewish 

infants: “Every son that is born you shall cast into the river” 
(Exodus 1:22). And ultimately, he decreed even on his own 

nation that Egyptian infant boys should be cast into the river 
as well. 


« 


The verse states: “And there went a man of the house of Levi, 
and took for a wife a daughter of Levi” (Exodus 2:1). The 
Gemara asks: To where did he go? Rav Yehuda bar Zevina 
says: He went according to the advice of his daughter Miriam, 
as the Gemara will proceed to explain. 


A Sage teaches: Amram, the father of Moses, was the great 
man of his generation. Once he saw that the wicked Pharaoh 
said: “Every son that is born you shall cast into the river, and 
every daughter you shall save alive” (Exodus 1:22), he said: 
We are laboring for nothing by bringing children into the 
world to be killed. Therefore, he arose and divorced his wife. 
All others who saw this followed his example and arose and 
divorced their wives. 


His daughter, Miriam, said to him: Father, your decree is 
more harsh for the Jewish people than that of Pharaoh, as 
Pharaoh decreed only with regard to the males, but you 
decreed both on the males and on the females. And now no 
children will be born. Additionally, Pharaoh decreed to kill 
them only in this world, but you decreed in this world and in 
the World-to-Come," as those not born will not enter the 
World-to-Come. 


rom the publisher 


NOTES 
He decreed even on his own nation — "13 tay by JN: 
The source for this statement is the fact that there is no 
mention in this verse that the decree was only upon the 
Jewish infants. lyyun Ya'akov suggests that upon finding 
Moses in the water, the daughter of Pharaoh remarked: 


“This is one of the Hebrews’ children” (Exodus 2:6), indicat- 


ing that children other than those of the Jews were also 
thrown into the Nile. 


You decreed in this world and in the World-to-Come - 
sear oiy ma oiya mary: Rashi explains that children 
who are killed in this world still have a portion in the 
World-to-Come, and therefore, failing to have children 
at all means not affording one’s potential children this 
possibility. Some explain this as referring to the parents: 
By divorcing and purposely not having children, they 
are neglecting the mitzva to procreate, thereby denying 
themselves reward for this in the World-to-Come (/yyun 
Ya'akov; Ahavat Eitan). 
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BACKGROUND 
Palanquin — 15x: 


Egyptian palanquins 


LANGUAGE 
Palanquin [appiryon] — ]i19x: From the Greek 
gopetov, phoreyon, referring to a chair used to trans- 
port people. 


Verdict [pitkah] - mpna: From the Greek mittaKtov, 
pitakion, which means a bill, a formal document, or a 
material upon which to write. Among other meanings 
of the word is list, such as a list of persons belonging 
to a specific group. Here it is used in the sense of a 
document detailing a court verdict. 


NOTES 


The signs of a young woman were born in her - 
mW yp AI wbinw: As noted further in the Gemara, 

Jochebed was already pregnant when Amram remar- 

ried her. As such, her rejuvenation was not needed 

so that she would conceive. Rather, it was so that 
people should not say that Amram remarried her only 
because he was not concerned that she would bear 
children (lyyun Ya‘akov; Anaf Yosef). 


From here it is derived concerning righteous 
women, etc. — 131 NIP1¥ pwd 1x2: The Maha- 
ral writes that pain during childbirth and difficulty 
in earning one's livelihood are as a result of the sin 
of Adam and Eve. Therefore, completely righteous 
women, who are free of sin, may not suffer pain in 
childbirth. 


Tov is his name — aw iv: Although he is generally 
referred to as Moses, that name was given to him by 
the daughter of Pharaoh. The discussion here, as well 
as in tractate Megilla and elsewhere in the midrash, 
relates to the question of what was the name given 
to him by his family. 
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Miriam continued: Additionally, concerning Pharaoh the wicked, 
it is uncertain whether his decree will be fulfilled, and it is uncer- 
tain if his decree will not be fulfilled. You are a righteous person, 
and as such, your decrees will certainly be fulfilled, as it is stated 
with regard to the righteous: “You shall also decree a thing, and 
it shall be established unto you” (Job 22:28). Amram accepted 
his daughter’s words and arose and brought back, i.e., remarried, 
his wife, and all others who saw this followed his example and 
arose and brought back their wives. 


The Gemara asks: If Amram remarried Jochebed, rather than say: 
“And took for a wife a daughter of Levi” (Exodus 2:1), it should 
have stated: “And returned for a wife the daughter of Levi.” Rav 
Yehuda bar Zevina says: He performed an act of marriage just as 
one would do for a first marriage. He sat her on a palanquin 
[appiryon],® and Aaron and Miriam danced before her, and the 
ministering angels said: “A joyful mother of children” (Psalms 


113:9). 


The verse is referring to Jochebed as “a daughter of Levi” (Exodus 
2:1). The Gemara asks: Is it possible that this is Jochebed? Jochebed 
was then 130 years old and the verse still calls her a daughter? 
Jochebed’s age is established based on a tradition concerning the 
number of the descendants of Jacob who came to Egypt, as follows: 
While the verse states that Leah had thirty-three descendants 
(Genesis 46:15), only thirty-two were enumerated. This was 
explained as Rabbi Hama, son of Rabbi Hanina, says: The 
“daughter of Levi” is Jochebed, whose conception was on the 
road, as the family of Jacob descended to Egypt, and she was born 
between the walls, i.e., in Egypt, as it is stated: “And the name 
of Amram’s wife was Jochebed, the daughter of Levi, who was 
born to Levi in Egypt” (Numbers 26:59). 


This interpolation concerning her birth is interpreted: Her birth 
was in Egypt, but her conception was not in Egypt. Since the 
Jewish people were in Egypt for two hundred ten years and Moses 
was eighty years old at the time of the exodus, Jochebed was one 
hundred thirty years old when Moses was born. In light of this, 
the Gemara is asking how the verse can refer to her as a daughter. 
Rabbi Yehuda says: The signs of a young woman were born in 
her" when her husband remarried her, and she became like a young 
girl again. 


§} The verse states concerning Moses: “And the woman conceived, 
and bore a son; and when she saw him that he was a goodly child, 
she hid him three months” (Exodus 2:2). The Gemara asks: But 
Jochebed was pregnant with Moses for three months at the outset, 
before Amram remarried her, as will be explained further. Rav 
Yehuda bar Zevina said: The intention of the verse is to juxtapose 
her giving birth to her becoming pregnant. Just as her becoming 
pregnant was without pain, so too, her giving birth was without 
pain. From here it is derived concerning righteous women’ that 
they were not included in the verdict [pitkah]' of Eve that a 
woman will suffer pain during childbirth (see Genesis 3:16). 


‘The verse states with regard to the birth of Moses: “And the woman 
conceived, and bore a son; and when she saw him that he was a 
goodly [tov] child, she hid him three months” (Exodus 2:2). It is 
taught in a baraita that Rabbi Meir says: “Tov” is his, Moses, 
real name," as it was given to him by his parents when he was 
born. Rabbi Yehuda says: His name was Toviya. Rabbi Nehemya 
says: They said he was good because they saw that he was fit for 
prophecy. Others say: They said he was good because he was born 
when he was already circumcised. And the Rabbis say: At the 
time when Moses was born, the entire house was filled with light, 
as itis written here: “And when she saw him that he was a goodly 
[tov] child,” and it is written there: “And God saw the light, that 
it was good [tov]” (Genesis 1:4). 
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The verse continues: “And she hid him three months” (Exodus 
2:2). The Gemara explains that she was able to hide him for three 
months because the Egyptians counted the nine months of her 
pregnancy only from the time her husband took her back, but she 
was pregnant with Moses for three months from the outset of her 
remarriage. 


The next verse states: “And when she could no longer hide him” 


(Exodus 2:3). The Gemara asks: Why couldn't she hide him any 
longer? Let her continue to hide him. Rather, anywhere that the 
Egyptians heard that a baby was born and they wanted to locate 
the baby, they would bring another baby there in order that it 
could be heard crying, and the two babies would cry together, as 
it is written: “Take us the foxes, the little foxes, that spoil the 
vineyards; for our vineyards are in blossom” (Song of Songs 2:15). 
The infants who were used to uncover the hidden babies are referred 
to as little foxes. 


The verse states: “And when she could no longer hide him, she took 
for him an ark of bulrushes, and daubed it with bitumen and with 
pitch; and she put the child therein, and laid it in the willows by the 
river's bank” (Exodus 2:3). The Gemara asks: What is different 
about bulrushes that she decided to use them? Rabbi Elazar says: 
From here it is derived concerning righteous people that their 
money is more precious to them" than their bodies, as she took 
an inexpensive material to build the ark. And why do they care so 
much about their money? Because they do not stretch out their 
hands to partake of stolen property. Therefore, their own property 
is very precious to them. 


Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani says an alternative reason for her 
taking bulrushes for the ark: She took a soft material like bulrush, 
which is able to withstand an impact both before a soft item and 
before a hard item. She feared that if she would have made the box 
from a hard material like wood, if it were to collide with a hard item 
in the water it might break. 


The verse continues: “And daubed it with bitumen and with 
pitch” (Exodus 2:3). A Sage teaches: She daubed bitumen on the 
interior’ and pitch’ on the exterior, so that righteous person, 
i.e, Moses, would not smell a foul odor, such as that of pitch. 


The verse continues: “And she put the child therein, and laid it in 
the willows [bassuf |” (Exodus 2:3). Rabbi Elazar says: This means 
she placed him in the Suf Sea, i.e., the Red Sea. Rabbi Shmuel bar 
Nahmani says: 


She placed him in a marsh, as it is written: “The reeds and willows 
[suf] shall wither” (Isaiah 19:6). 


The verse states: “And the daughter of Pharaoh came down to 
bathe [lirhotz] in the river” (Exodus 2:5). Rabbi Yohanan says in 
the name of Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai: This teaches that she came 
down to the river to cleanse" herself from the impurity of her 
father’s idols, as she was immersing herself as part of the conver- 
sion process. And similarly it states: “When the Lord shall have 
washed [rahatz] away the filth of the daughters of Zion, and shall 
have purged the blood of Jerusalem from the midst thereof, by the 
spirit of judgment, and by the spirit of destruction” (Isaiah 4:4). 
This washing clearly refers to the purging of spiritual sins, rather 
than bathing for the sake of cleanliness. 


NOTES 


That their money is more precious to them, etc. - 
>) an why an maw: Righteous people are 
willing to undergo physical pain in order to retain 


their money, as they work exceptionally hard 


ensure that all of their wealth is obtained hones 
(Ben Yehoyada). See also the discussion concerning 


Abba Hilkiya in tractate Ta‘anit (23b). 


Bitumen on the interior — 03931 Yan: The Mahars 
explains that there was no need to state that the bi 
men was on the interior, as if it were on the exterior 


it would be dissolved by the water. Therefore, 
additional mention that it was smeared inside is 


teach that it was placed there not only to protect 


the ark, but also to prevent Moses from smelling 


(0] 
ly 


na 


foul odor of the pitch. Tosafot explain the Gemara 


differently. They claim that the bitumen and pi 


ch 


were both smeared on the interior of the ark, and that 


the bitumen was covering the pitch. The term: On 


he 


interior, would then mean that it was closer to Moses 
within the ark. The box was uncovered on the outside 
in order for it not to be noticeable among the reeds. 


BACKGROUND 
Pitch - nat: In ancient times pitch was made 


by 


slowly burning wood, which would be transformed 
into charcoal. During this process, the wood emit- 
ted various fluids. Tar and pitch are made from these 
fluids. Pitch is the thicker substance, and its foul odor 
is due to additional materials found in the fluid. Pitch 
was sometimes made from asphalt, which also had a 
foul odor caused by the presence of sulfur and sulfur 


hydroxide. 


NOTES 


This teaches that she came down to cleanse, etc. - 
na yin mtp sadn: The strongest proof that Pha- 
raoh’s daughter converted is from the verse that refers 
to: “Bithiah the daughter of Pharaoh” (| Chronicles 


4:18), who eventually married a Jew. 
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NOTES = —WW— 
Walking is nothing other than, etc. - 3) xox it ayn px: 
This is a reference to their imminent death, as the Gemara 
will soon discuss (Riaf). 


The one who says that it means her arm — 12¥%7 {x7 
mP: The fact that the verse first refers to the women as 
her maidens [na‘aroteha] and then uses the term amata 
indicates that the latter expression is not a reference to 
one of her maidens. Additionally, the word amata is written 
without a dagesh in the letter mem; therefore, it means a 
maidservant. See the commentary of lbn Ezra on the verse. 


The verse calls him a child [yeled], etc. - 151 ay ab "Pp: 
The discussion here is based on the use of two alternative 
terms for the boy in the same verse, although either term 
could have been appropriate independently (Maharsha). 


You made Moses our teacher blemished - nyy imwy 


own bya Xay: Rashi explains that since Moses was a Lev- 


ite, if he had an unusual voice he would not have been 
permitted to sing in the Tabernacle. The Maharsha and 
others explain that having an unusual voice is considered 
a blemish, and since prophecy rests upon those who are 
complete in every manner, it is not reasonable to say that 
Moses had this blemish. 
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The verse continues: “And her maidens walked along [holekhot] 
by the riverside” (Exodus 2:5). Rabbi Yohanan says: This walk- 
ing is nothing other than" the terminology of going toward 
death, and similarly it states: “Behold, I am going [holekh] to 
die” (Genesis 25:32). 


The verse continues: “And she saw the ark among the willows” 
(Exodus 2:5). Once her maidens saw that the daughter of Pharaoh 

was intending to save Moses, they said to her: Our mistress, the 

custom of the world is that when a king of flesh and blood 

decrees a decree, even if all the world does not fulfill it, at least 

his children and members of his household fulfill it, and yet 

you are violating the decree of your father. After the maidens 

tried to convince her not to save Moses, the angel Gabriel came 

and beat them to the ground and they died. 


The verse concludes: “And she sent amatah to take it” (Exodus 
2:5). Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Nehemya disagree as to the defini- 
tion of the word “amatah?” One says that it means her arm, and 
one says that it means her maidservant. The Gemara explains: 
The one who says that it means her arm’ explained it in this 
manner, as it is written “amatah, which denotes her forearm. 
And the one who says that it means her maidservant explained 
it in this manner because it does not explicitly write the more 
common term: Her hand [yadah]. Therefore, he understands 
that this is the alternative term for a maidservant, ama. 


The Gemara asks: And according to the one who says that it 
means her maidservant, didn’t you say earlier: Gabriel came 
and beat them to the ground and the maidservants died, so how 
could Pharaoh's daughter send her? The Gemara answers: It must 
be that Gabriel left her one maidservant, as it is not proper that 
a princess should stand alone. 


The Gemara asks: And according to the one who says that it 
means her hand, let the Torah write explicitly: Her hand [ yadah]. 
Why use the more unusual term amatah? The Gemara answers: 
This verse teaches us that her arm extended [ishtarbav] many 
cubits. As the Master said in another context: And similarly 
you find with regard to the hand of Pharaoh’s daughter that it 
extended, and similarly you find with regard to the teeth of 
evildoers, as it is written: “You have broken [shibbarta] the 
teeth of the wicked” (Psalms 3:8), and Reish Lakish said: Do 
not read the word as shibbarta, rather read it as sheribbavta, 
you have extended. 


The next verse states: “And she opened it and saw it [vatirehu], 
even the child” (Exodus 2:6). The Gemara comments: The verse 
states: “And she saw it”; it should have stated: And she saw. 
Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, says: In addition to Moses, 
she saw the Divine Presence with him. This is indicated by the 
usage of “saw it” 


The verse states: “And saw it, even the child [yeled]; and behold 
a lad [naar] that wept” (Exodus 2:6). The verse calls him “a 
child [yeled],”" and the same verse calls him “a lad [naar]? A 
Sage teaches: He is the age of a child but his voice is as loud and 
deep as a lad; this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi 
Nehemya said to him: If that is so, you made Moses our teacher 
blemished," since his voice was unusually deep. Rather, this 
teaches that his mother made a canopy of youth, i.e., a small 
canopy, for him in the ark, as she said: Perhaps I will not merit 
to see his wedding canopy. 


The verse concludes: “And she had compassion on him, and 
said: This [zeh] is one of the Hebrews’ children” (Exodus 2:6). 
The Gemara asks: From where did she know that he was a 
Hebrew child? Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, says: As she 
saw that he was circumcised. 
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The Gemara comments: The Pharaoh’s daughter said: “This [zeh] 
is one of the Hebrews’ children” (Exodus 2:6). Rabbi Yohanan says: 
‘This teaches that she prophesied unknowingly, as the intention of 
the word “zeh” was: This one falls, i.e., is cast, into the water, but no 
other will fall by means of water, for on that day Pharaoh's decree 
was canceled. 


The Gemara explains: And this is what Rabbi Elazar said: What is 
the meaning of that which is written: “And when they shall say to 
you: Seek unto the necromancers and the diviners, that chirp 
[metzaftzefim] and that mutter [mahggim]” (Isaiah 8:19)? The 
explanation of their chirping and muttering is: They see [tzofin], 
but they do not know what they are seeing; they enunciate 
[mahggim], but they do not know what they are enunciating. 
Although necromancers and diviners do have some insight into the 
future, they do not see clearly enough to understand what they are 
actually seeing. 


The Gemara applies this to Pharaoh: Pharaoh's astrologers saw that 
the savior of the Jewish people would be stricken by water. There- 
fore, they arose and decreed: “Every son that is born you shall 
cast into the river” (Exodus 1:22); they thought that their vision 
indicated that Moses would be killed in the water. Once Jochebed 
cast Moses into the water, although he was protected in an ark, the 
astrologers said: We no longer see in the stars anything like that 
sign we saw as to the downfall of the leader of the Jews by water, and 
therefore at that moment they canceled their decree. But they did 
not know that what they saw foretold that Moses would be stricken 
on account of the waters of Meribah. They envisioned a downfall 
for Moses by water but didn’t fully comprehend their vision. 


And this is what Rabbi Hama, son of Rabbi Hanina, says: What 
is the meaning of that which is written: “These [hemma] are the 
waters of Meribah," where the children of Israel strove with the 
Lord, and He was sanctified in them” (Numbers 20:13)? The verse 
indicates that these are the waters that the astrologers of Pharaoh 
saw and on account of which they erred. And this is what Moses 
said: “The people, among whom I am, are six hundred thousand 
men on foot [ragli]; and yet You have said: I will give them flesh, 
that they may eat a whole month” (Numbers 11:21). Moses said 
to the Jewish people: On account of me, which is an alternative 
meaning of the word ragli, all of you were saved, as the decree to 
throw all males into the river was canceled on my account. 


Rabbi Hanina bar Pappa says: That day that Moses was placed 
in the river was the twenty-first day of the month of Nisan. The 
ministering angels said before the Holy One, Blessed be He: 
Master of the Universe, should the one who in the future will say" 
the Song at the Red Sea on this day be stricken on this day? As 
this was also the date on which the Red Sea would be parted during 
the salvation of the Exodus. 


Rabbi Aha bar Hanina says: That day was actually the sixth day of 
the month of Sivan. The ministering angels said before the Holy 
One, Blessed be He: Master of the Universe, should the one who 
in the future will receive the Torah on Mount Sinai on this day 
be stricken on this day? As this was also the date on which the 
Torah was received. 


The Gemara asks: Granted, according to the one who says that 
Moses was placed in the water on the sixth of Sivan, you find that 
there can be three months during which Moses was hidden after 
his birth; as the Master said (Tosefta 11:7): Moses died on the 
seventh of Adar, and Moses was born on the seventh of Adar. And 
based on this, from the seventh of Adar until the sixth of Sivan 
there are three months, which correspond to the three months 
Moses was hidden before being placed in the water. But according 
to the one who says that it was on the twenty-first of Nisan, how 
can you find that he was hidden for three months? 


NOTES 
These [hemma] are the waters of Meribah — % man 
maya: The word hemma, these, indicates a reference to 
a matter previously mentioned. Since this event was not 
explicitly noted before, the Sages understood it to mean 
hat these are the waters that the Egyptian astrologers 
had already envisioned. 


One who in the future will say, etc. - anid THY m 
"131: This statement is difficult. If the angels are stating 
hat Moses would sing and accept the Torah in the 
uture, then why were they concerned that he would 
die? Some explain that the intention is that although 
here could be other means of saving Moses, the angels 
prayed that God would show mercy to him and save 
him immediately in a way that did not involve hardship 
(see Ben Yehoyada). 
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The Gemara answers: That year was a leap year in which there were 
two months of Adar. Moses was hidden most of the first month of 
the three, from the seventh day of the first Adar when he was born, 
and most of the last month of the three, i.e., all of Nisan until the 
twenty-first, and the entire middle one. All of this together is 
considered as three months. 


The Gemara now discusses the next verse in Exodus: “Then said 
his sister to Pharaoh’s daughter: Shall I go and call you a nurse 
of the Hebrew women, that she may nurse the child for you?” 
(Exodus 2:7). The Gemara asks: And what is different that 
Pharaoh's daughter would specifically want a nurse of the Hebrew 
women? 


The Gemara answers: This teaches that prior to this, they took 
Moses around" to all the Egyptian wet nurses and he did not 
agree to nurse from any of them, as he said: Shall a mouth that in 
the future will speak with the Divine Presence actually nurse 
something impure?" And this is as it is written: “Whom shall 
one teach knowledge? And whom shall one make understand the 
message?” (Isaiah 28:9). The prophet is asking: To whom shall God 
teach the knowledge of the Torah, and to whom shall God make 
to understand the message of the Torah? The answer is as the verse 
continues: “Them that are weaned from the milk, them that are 
drawn from the breasts” (Isaiah 28:9). The conclusion of the verse 
indicates that the Torah should be taught to the one who did not 
want to nurse from the milk of a gentile woman, i.e., Moses. 


The next verse states: “And Pharaoh’s daughter said to her: Go. 
And the maiden [ha‘alma] went and called the child’s mother” 
(Exodus 2:8). Rabbi Elazar says: This teaches that she went 
quickly like a maiden, i.e., with the strength of one of marriageable 
age, and not as the young child that she was. Rabbi Shmuel bar 
Nahmani says: The word ha‘alma is related to the word meaning 
to hide [lealem], for she hid her words and didn’t tell Pharaoh’s 
daughter that she was bringing the baby’s mother. 


The next verse states what Pharaoh’s daughter said to Jochebed: 
“And Pharaoh’s daughter said to her: Take this [heilikhi] child 
away, and nurse it for me, and I will give you your wages. And the 
woman took the child, and nursed it” (Exodus 2:9). Rabbi Hama, 
son of Rabbi Hanina, says: Pharaoh's daughter is prophesying and 
she does not know what she is prophesying, as the word heilikhi 
means: This is yours [ha shellikhi, i.e., this is your child. The next 
part of the verse states: “And I will give you your wages.” Rabbi 
Hama, son of Rabbi Hanina, says: This teaches that with regard 
to righteous people, not only is it so that God arranges that their 
lost items are returned to them, but He also arranges that they 
get their wages, as the son of Jochebed was returned to her and she 
also received payment for nursing him. 


Elsewhere, the verse states with regard to Miriam: “And Miriam 

the prophetess, the sister of Aaron, took a timbrel in her hand; 

and all the women went out after her with timbrels and with dances” 
(Exodus 15:20). The Gemara asks: Why is Miriam referred to as “the 

sister of Aaron,” and not the sister of Moses? Rav Amram says 

that Rav says, and some say that Rav Nahman says that Rav says: 

This teaches that Miriam already prophesied when she was still 

the sister of only Aaron, i.e., before Moses was born. 


This teaches that they took Moses around, etc. - INAW wn 
“5 mo: It is apparent that they must have brought Moses to 
Egyptian wet nurses, otherwise Miriam would not have dared to 
suggest to the daughter of Pharaoh that she employ a Hebrew 


NOTES 


Nurse something impure — sav 337 p»: The Maharsha writes 
that although there is no halakhic prohibition against a Jewish 
baby nursing from a gentile woman, Moses refused to do so 
because of the additional sanctity he possessed (see Shulhan 


woman as a nursemaid. She would have feared that the ruse Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 81:7, and in the comment of Rema). 


would be uncovered. 
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And as a child Miriam would say: In the future, my mother will 
give birth to a son who will save the Jewish people. And once 
Moses was born, the entire house was filled with light. Her 
father arose and kissed her on her head. He said to her: My 
daughter, your prophecy has been fulfilled. And once they put 
him into the river, her father arose and hit her on her head. He 
said to her: My daughter, where is your prophecy? And this is 
as it is written: “And his sister stood" afar off, to know what 
would be done to him” (Exodus 2:4), i.e., to know what will be 
the ultimate resolution of her prophecy. 


§ The mishna teaches: Joseph merited to bury his father, result- 
ingin a display of great honor to his father. The Gemara begins its 
discussion of the burial of Jacob by asking: What is different 
initially that it is written: “And Joseph went up to bury his 
father; and with him went up all the servants of Pharaoh, 
the elders of his house, and all the elders of the land of Egypt” 
(Genesis 50:7), and afterward it says in the following verse: “And 
all the house of Joseph, and his brethren, and his father’s house; 
only their little ones, and their flocks, and their herds, they left in 
the land of Goshen” (Genesis 50:8), indicating that the brothers 
of Joseph were second in importance to the Egyptians? And 
what is different at the end that it is written: “And Joseph 
returned into Egypt, he, and his brethren,” and afterward it 
states: “And all that went up with him to bury his father, after 
he had buried his father” (Genesis 50:14), placing the brothers 
before the Egyptians? 


Rabbi Yohanan says: Initially, before the Egyptians saw the 
honor of the Jewish people, as the Gemara will soon explain, 
they did not treat them with honor, so the brothers were behind 
the servants of Pharaoh. And in the end, when they saw their 
honor, they treated the brothers with honor. 


The Gemara explains what honor was accorded to the family of 
Jacob: As it is written: “And they came to the threshing floor of 
Atad," which is beyond the Jordan, and there they wailed with a 
very great and sore wailing; and he made a mourning for his father 
seven days” (Genesis 50:10). The word atad is the name of the 
boxthorn bush. And does a boxthorn’ bush have a threshing 
floor? Thorns are not collected and eaten. Rabbi Abbahu 
says: This teaches that they surrounded the casket of Jacob 
with crowns, like this threshing floor that is surrounded with 
boxthorns, because the children of Esau and the children of 
Ishmael and the children of Keturah all came to the burial 
of Jacob. 


A Sage taught: Initially, they all came to wage war with the family 
of Jacob, but once they saw the crown of Joseph, the viceroy of 
Egypt, hanging on the casket of Jacob, they all took their crowns 
and hung them on the casket of Jacob. A Sage taught: Thirty-six 
crowns" were hung on the casket of Jacob. This was the great 
honor accorded to the family of Jacob. 


The Gemara continues its discussion of Jacob’s burial. The verse 

states: “And there they wailed with a very great and sore wailing” 
(Genesis 50:10). It is taught: Even horses" and even donkeys 

participated in the mourning. 


Boxthorn - tx: The atad, or boxthorn, of the genus Lycium, is a 
thorny plant of the Solanaceae family. It has long, arched branches 
that form a bush that can reach a height of up to 3 m. It grows red 
fruits, some of which are edible and some of which are poison- 


BACKGROUND 
ous. Species of the atad grow in all parts of Eretz Yisrael and are 
sometimes used as hedges. In the proverb of the orphan in the 
book of Judges, chapter 9, the insignificant value of the atad is 
mentioned. 


NOTES 


And this is as it is written, and his sister stood, etc. — 
aginn AYN 37: This verse serves as proof 
that Miriam went alone, indicating that there was a 
special reason for her to do so (lyyun Yaakov). 


The threshing floor of Atad - taxi pia: In the Jeru- 
salem Talmud it is noted that there is no place in the 
Bible referred to as Atad. Therefore, it can be assumed 
that the name here is an allusion to some matter. 
According to the discussion in the Gemara here, the 
reason why the term “threshing floor” is used is that 
when grain grows it is surrounded by thorns, similar 
to the image of Jacob's casket surrounded by crowns. 


Thirty-six crowns - oIND TWW) oy: Rashi 
explains the calculation as follows: There were twelve 
crowns belonging to the princes of Ishmael, another 
twenty-three of the chiefs of Esau, and the crown of 
Joseph. The Maharsha, similar to Tosefot HaRash before 
him, explains otherwise: According to him there were 
twelve crowns of the princes of Ishmael, ten of the 
kings of Keturah, and fourteen of the princes of Edom. 
Tosefot HaRosh makes a similar calculation with one 
difference: He counts only nine crowns of the kings 
of Keturah, but includes the crown of Joseph in the 
final count. 


Even horses, etc. — 131 DDD ox: The simple expla- 
nation of this phrase is that the noise and the trumpet 
calls of the funeral caused the animals to neigh and 
bray, appearing as if they were participating in the 
crying (Pardes Rimmonim). Another interpretation is 
that due to the sorrow and mourning, the animals 
were not fed that day, and they cried out (Riaf). Alter- 
natively, the horses and donkeys were enrobed in 
black as a sign of mourning, as is customary at the 
funerals of kings (Maharsha). 


Boxthorn 
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BACKGROUND 

The cities overseas — O97 +393: This expression is under- 
stood by some scholars as a reference to Caesarea or 
Cyprus. In fact, the stories in the Talmud that involve the 
towns on the coast usually are invoked in order to answer 
a linguistic question, since in these towns a certain word 
was often used with a specific meaning, or to describe 
an unusual occurrence, oftentimes one of sin or of an 
atypical practice. For this reason it is likely that when the 
Sages used this term their purpose was not to refer to a 
specific geographic place but more to create a setting for 
pedagogic purposes. 


NOTES 
Hushim, the son of Dan, etc. — 151 17 ma mwan: The 
Maharsha writes that there are many allusions to the 
details of this narrative in Psalm 58, from which the verse 
quoted here: “The righteous shall rejoice” (Psalms 58:11), 
is taken. 

The Maharal explains that the brothers witnessed the 
unfolding of the discussion with Esau gradually. Therefore, 
they became desensitized to the degradation of Jacob. 
Hushim, by contrast, was informed of the discussion sud- 
denly, and reacted accordingly. Tosefot HaRash, citing the 
Jerusalem Talmud, says that there is a tradition that Judah 
killed Esau, and suggests that Hushim struck Esau first and 
then Judah killed him. 


Jacob opened his eyes — ayy Spy myrna: Pardes Rim- 
monim writes that this is not meant to be interpreted liter- 
ally, but merely means that if Jacob were alive he would 
have opened his eyes and smiled. 


LANGUAGE 
Club [kulepa] - xap: Related to the Persian kūpāl, mean- 
ing a thick stick. 


Ancient Egyptian relief depicting an Egyptian king holding a club 


Common people [hedyotot] — nivirty: From the Greek 
iStwtN¢, idiotés, whose basic meaning is a simple person 
who does not hold any office. The word generally appears 
in the Talmud with another word as a compound noun, 
such as kohen hedyot, a common priest, in contrast to 
the High Priest, or as a term referring to the property of a 
common person, often in contrast to the Temple treasury 
of consecrated property. 
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Once they reached the Cave of Machpelah, Esau came and 

was preventing them from burying Jacob there. He said to 

them: It says: “And Jacob came unto Isaac his father to Mamre, 
to Kiryat Arba, the same is Hebron, where Abraham and Isaac 

sojourned” (Genesis 35:27). And Rabbi Yitzhak says: It is 

called Kiryat Arba because there were four couples buried 

there: Adam and Eve, Abraham and Sarah, Isaac and Rebecca, 
Jacob and Leah. Esau said: Jacob buried Leah in his spot, and 

the spot that is remaining is mine. 


The children of Jacob said to Esau: You sold your rights to Jacob. 
Esau said to them: Though I sold the birthright, did I also sell 
my rights to the burial site as an ordinary brother? The brothers 
said to him: Yes, you also sold to Jacob those rights, as it is 
written that Joseph stated: “My father made me swear, saying: 
Behold, I die; in my grave that I have dug [kariti] for me in 
the land of Canaan, there shall you bury me” (Genesis 50:5). 
And Rabbi Yohanan says in the name of Rabbi Shimon ben 
Yehotzadak: The word kira in the verse is nothing other than 
a term of a sale [mekhira] sharing a similar root, because in 
the cities overseas’ they call a sale kira. 


Esau said to them: Bring the bill of sale to me, i.e., you can’t 
prove your claims. They said to him: The bill of sale is in the 
land of Egypt. They said: And who will go to bring it? Naphtali 
will go, for he is as fast as a doe, as it is written: “Naphtali is a 
doe let loose, he gives goodly words” (Genesis 49:21). Rabbi 
Abbahu says: Do not read it as “goodly words [imrei shafer]”; 
rather, read it as imrei sefer, i.e., the words of the book, as he 
returned to Egypt to retrieve the bill of sale. 


The Gemara relates: Hushim, the son of Dan," was there 
and his ears were heavy, i.e., he was hard of hearing. He said 
to them: What is this that is delaying the burial? And they 
said to him: This one, Esau, is preventing us from burying 
Jacob until Naphtali comes back from the land of Egypt 
with the bill of sale. He said to them: And until Naphtali comes 
back from the land of Egypt will our father’s father lie in 
degradation? He took a club [kulepa]' and hit Esau on the 
head, and Esau’s eyes fell out and they fell on the legs of 
Jacob. Jacob opened his eyes" and smiled. And this is that 
which is written: “The righteous shall rejoice when he sees 
the vengeance; he shall wash his feet in the blood of the 
wicked” (Psalms 58:11). 


At that moment the prophecy of Rebecca was fulfilled, as it 
is written that Rebecca said of Jacob and Esau: “Why should 
I be bereaved of you both in one day?” (Genesis 27:45), as 
Rebecca foresaw that the future bereavement for both her 
sons would be on the same day. The Gemara comments: And 
although their deaths were not on the same day, in any event 
their burials were on the same day, as Esau was killed and 
buried on the same day that Jacob was buried. 


The Gemara returns to discuss the involvement of Joseph and 
his brothers in the burial of their father: And if Joseph would 
not have dealt with the burial of Jacob, would his brothers not 
have dealt with it? But isn’t it written: “For his sons carried 
him into the land of Canaan, and buried him in the cave of the 
field of Machpelah” (Genesis 50:13)? Since it is evident that the 
brothers were involved in the burial, why did they not deal with 
Jacob’s burial needs from the outset? The Gemara answers: They 
said: Allow Joseph to take care of it, because there is more 
honor for our father to be prepared for burial by royalty than 
by common people [hedyotot].' 
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§ It states further in the mishna: Who, to us, had a greater 
burial than Joseph, as it was none other than Moses who 
involved himself in transporting his coffin. The Sages taught in 
the Tosefta (4:6-7): Come and see how beloved mitzvot are" 
to Moses our teacher. As, at the time of the Exodus, all the 
Jewish people were involved in taking the plunder from Egypt, 
and he was involved in the performance of mitzvot, as it is 
stated: “The wise in heart will take mitzvot” (Proverbs 10:8). 


The Gemara asks: And from where did Moses our teacher 
know" where Joseph was buried? The Sages said: Serah, the 
daughter of Asher, remained from that generation that ini- 
tially descended to Egypt with Jacob. Moses went to her and 
said to her: Do you know anything about where Joseph is 
buried? She said to him: The Egyptians fashioned a metal 
casket for him and set it in the Nile [Nilus]' River" as an 
augury so that its water would be blessed. Moses went and 
stood on the bank of the Nile. He said to Joseph: Joseph, 
Joseph, the time has arrived about which the Holy One, 
Blessed be He, took an oath saying that I, i.e., God, will 
redeem you. And the time for fulfillment of the oath that 
you administered to the Jewish people that they will bury 
you in Eretz Yisrael has arrived. Ifyou show yourself, it is good, 
but if not, we are clear from your oath. Immediately, the 
casket of Joseph floated to the top of the water. 


And do not wonder howiron can float," as it is written in the 

verses describing how Elisha was able to cause iron to float: 
“But as one was felling a beam, the ax head fell into the water; 

and he cried, and said: Alas, my master! For it was borrowed. 
And the man of God said: Where did it fall? And he showed 

him the place. And he cut down a stick, and cast it in there, 
and the iron floated up” (11 Kings 6:5-6). And are these mat- 
ters not inferred a fortiori: And just as Elisha, who was a mere 

student of Elijah, and Elijah was a mere student of Moses," as 

Elijah studied the Torah of Moses, was able to cause the iron to 

float before him, all the more so would it float before Moses 

our teacher himself. 


The Gemara now presents a different version of where Joseph 
was buried. Rabbi Natan says: Joseph was buried in the crypt 
[kabbarnit]' of kings. Moses went and stood by the crypt of 
kings and said: Joseph, the time has arrived about which 
the Holy One, Blessed be He, took an oath saying that: I 
will redeem you. And the time for fulfillment of the oath that 
you administered to the Jewish people that they will bury 
you in Eretz Yisrael has arrived. If you show yourself, it is 
good, but if not, we are clear from your oath. At that moment, 
the casket of Joseph shook among the caskets. Moses took 
it and brought it over to himself. 


And all those years that the Jewish people were in the wilder- 
ness, these two arks, one a casket of a dead man, Joseph, and 

one the Ark of the Divine Presence, i.e., the Ark of the 

Covenant, were traveling together, and passersby would 

say: What is the nature of these two arks? They said to them: 
One is of a dead person and one is of the Divine Presence. 
The passersby would ask: And in what way is it the manner of 
a dead person to travel with the Divine Presence? They said 

in response: 


Nile [Nilus] 


- pin: This is the Greek name, Neog, Neilos, for 
the main river in Egypt, called Shihor in the Bible Joshua 13:3). 


LANGUAGE 
Crypt [kabbarnit] — w13: The source and exact meaning of this 
word are unclear, but some suggest it is based on the morphemi- 
cally similar word labyrinth. Others suggest it is based on the Latin 
caverna, meaning burial cave. 


NOTES 
How beloved mitzvot are, etc. — 151 M1 NAN T23: 
Although many people claim that mitzvot are more 
precious to them than gold and silver, Moses was in 
a position where he could actually seize whatever he 
wanted from the plunder, but he occupied himself with 
mitzvot instead (Ben Yehoyada). 


And from where did Moses our teacher know — paa) 
wa Wi YTV AM: Although, as the Gemara notes, the 
caskets of the other sons of Jacob were taken along by 
he tribes, the locations of those caskets were known 
o the Jews, as the other brothers were buried by their 
children. The burial of Joseph was performed by the 
Egyptians. Therefore, the Jewish people did not know 
he location of his resting place. Furthermore, there is 
no indication in the verse that prophecy was employed 
o locate the casket of Joseph (Maharsha). 


And set it in the Nile River, etc. - 137 Da yap 
^3): The midrash provides another reason for the Egyp- 
ians’ burying Joseph's casket in the river: They knew 
hat the brothers had taken an oath to transport it to 
Eretz Yisrael when they would depart from Egypt. By 
preventing them from finding the casket, the Egyptians 
hought that they could prevent the Jewish people 
rom leaving (Tosefot HaRash). 


How iron can float — 4 bya JN’: The Gemara ques- 
ions the ability of iron to float under these circum- 
stances. Although far greater miracles were performed 
by Moses, miracles are generally done at the command 
of God, while a miracle that occurs only at the wish of a 
person is unusual and requires explanation. Therefore, 
the Gemara provides proof from a similar act of Elisha, 
who performed a miracle to enable the seemingly 
trivial return of a borrowed ax. 


Elijah was a student of Moses — mw bw iraba hy: 
Rashi explains that this does not mean that Elijah was 
actually a student of Moses, but rather that he was 
taught the Torah of Moses and transmitted it to others. 
In the introduction to his Mishne Torah, the Rambam 
notes that Elijah was a student of Ahijah the Shilonite, 
who was in turn a student of Moses. Alternatively, 
according to the opinion that Pinehas is also Elijah, 
then Elijah was actually a student of Moses, as Pinehas 
studied under him (/yyun Ya'akov). 
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NOTES 


His brothers kidnapped him from Shechem - 31 
yma: Rashi comments that he was actually kidnapped 


rom Dothan and not from Shechem (see Genesis 37: 
Rashi here explains that Dothan was not actually the na 


notes that according to Rashi’s commentary on the To 
(Genesis 48:22), Shechem was the special portion of 
and that Jacob promised to give to Joseph. 


17). 
me 


of a place, but was a description of the brothers’ plan to 
find a legal means [dat] to kill Joseph. In tractate Sanhedrin 
(102a) Rashi explains differently, that Dothan was a small 
village close to Shechem, so it can be said that he was 
idnapped from the vicinity of Shechem. The Maharsha 


rah 
he 


Anyone who performs a matter but does not complete 


it- Tas x wTAvIpT be: One who does not comple 


ea 


mitzva is lowered from the elevated state he was in while 


actually performing the mitzva, and therefore he is trea 
measure for measure and is demoted from his posit 


ed 
ion 


of prominence (Maharal). One could explain in a similar 


manner that he is not given the ability to complete 
building of his family, and therefore his wife and child 
die (Iyyun Ya‘akov). 
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This one, i.e., the deceased Joseph, fulfilled all that is written in 
this. Therefore, it is fitting that the two arks should lie side by side. 


The Gemara asks: And if Moses had not dealt with the burial of 
Joseph, would the Jewish people not have dealt with it? But isn’t 
it written that after Moses died: “And the bones of Joseph, which 
the children of Israel brought up out of Egypt, they buried in 
Shechem” (Joshua 24:32), which indicates that the Jewish people 
completed the burial of Joseph? And furthermore, if the Jewish 
people had not dealt with Joseph's burial, would his children 
not have dealt with it? But isn’t it written in that same verse: 
“And they became the inheritance of the children of Joseph,” 
as Joseph was buried in Shechem, which was then given to his 
descendants? Therefore, the question arises: Why did Joseph's 
descendants initially leave the task of his burial to the Jewish people 

and Moses? 


The Gemara answers: They said: Leave Joseph for others. It is 
more ofan honor for Joseph to be buried by the many than by the 
few, and therefore it is better that the Jewish people be involved in 
the burial. And furthermore, they said: Leave Joseph for others. 
It is more of an honor for Joseph to be buried by one of the great 
men like Moses than by lesser ones like us. 


In the aforementioned verse it states: “And the bones of Joseph, 
which the children of Israel brought up out of Egypt, they buried 
in Shechem, in the parcel of ground that Jacob bought from the 
sons of Hamor the father of Shechem for a hundred pieces of 
money” (Joshua 24:32). The Gemara asks: What is different about 
Shechem that they specifically chose to bury Joseph there? Rabbi 
Hama, son of Rabbi Hanina, says that the Jewish people said: His 
brothers kidnapped him from Shechem" (see Genesis 37:12-28), 
and to Shechem we should return his lost body. 


The Gemara comments: The verses contradict each other, as it is 
written: “And Moses took the bones of Joseph with him” (Exodus 
13:19), and it is written elsewhere: “And the bones of Joseph, 
which the children of Israel brought up out of Egypt” (Joshua 
24:32). Who in fact took Joseph’s bones? 


Rabbi Hama, son of Rabbi Hanina, says: Anyone who performs 
a matter but does not complete it," and then another comes and 
completes it, the verse ascribes credit to the one who completed 
it as if he had actually performed the entire act. Due to the fact 
that the children of Israel completed Joseph's burial, the Torah 
ascribes them credit as if they had performed the entire act. 


Rabbi Elazar says with regard to one who initiates performance of 
a mitzva but does not complete it when capable of doing so: He is 
also demoted [moridin] from his position of greatness, as it is 
written: “And it came to pass at that time, that Judah went down 
[vayyered] from his brethren, and turned in to a certain Adullamite, 
whose name was Hirah” (Genesis 38:1). Usage of the term “went 
down” indicates that the rest of Judah’s brothers had demoted him 
from his position of greatness because he began the process of 
saving Joseph, but he did not complete it. 


Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani says: The episode with regard to 

Judah also indicates that one who initiates performance of a mitzva 

but does not complete it will also bury his wife and children as 

Judah did, as it is written: “And in process of time Shua’s daughter, 
the wife of Judah, died” (Genesis 38:12), and it is written 

further: “And the sons of Judah: Er, and Onan, and Shelah, and 

Perez, and Zerah; but Er and Onan died in the land of Canaan” 
(Genesis 46:12). 
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Rav Yehuda says that Rav says: For what reason was Joseph 
called: Bones, even during his lifetime, as he had his brothers 
take an oath that “God will surely remember you, and you shall 
carry up my bones from here” (Genesis 50:25)? Because he did 
not protest for the honor of his father, as the brothers said 
to Joseph while unaware of his true identity: “Your servant our 
father” (Genesis 43:28, 44:31), and Joseph said nothing to 
them in protest that they referred to his father Jacob as Joseph's 
servant. 


And Rav Yehuda says that Rav says, and some say that this was 
said by Rabbi Hama, son of Rabbi Hanina: For what reason did 
Joseph predecease his brothers, as is indicated from his request- 
ing of them to take care of his burial needs? Because Joseph acted 
authoritatively, and such behavior can reduce one’s life span. 


After describing that Judah “went down” from his greatness, the 
Gemara discusses a similar term employed with regard to Joseph, 
as the verse states: “And Joseph was brought down [hurad] 
to Egypt” (Genesis 39:1). Rabbi Elazar says: Do not read the 
word as “hurad,’’ meaning that he was passively brought down, 
but rather read it as horid, meaning: He, Joseph, brought down 
others, as Joseph brought down the astrologers [itztagninei]* 
of Pharaoh from their position of eminence because he knew 
the interpretation of Pharaoh's dreams when they did not. 


The continuation of that verse states: “And Potiphar, an officer 
[seris] of Pharaoh’s, the captain of the guard, an Egyptian, bought 
him from the hand of the Ishmaelites, who had brought him down 
there” (Genesis 39:1). Rav says: He purchased the handsome 
Joseph for himself, for the intended purpose of homosexual inter- 
course, but was unable to fulfill his desires, as the angel Gabriel 
came and castrated Potiphar [seireso]. Then Gabriel came again 
and further mutilated him [ fero] in the same part of his body. This 
is alluded to in the verses that write Potiphar’s name differently: 
Initially, it is written “Potiphar” (Genesis 39:1) and in the end it 
is written “Poti-phera” (Genesis 41:45). The change in his name 
indicates that a part of himself was mutilated. 


§ The mishna teaches: Who, to us, had a greater burial than 
Moses, as no one involved himself in his burial other than the 
Omnipresent Himself. The Gemara teaches: When Moses relates 
how God responded to him when denying his request to enter 
Eretz Yisrael, he states: “And the Lord said to me: Let it suffice 
for you [rav lakh]; speak no more to Me of this matter” (Deuter- 
onomy 3:26). Rabbi Levi says: Moses proclaimed to the Jewish 
people when rebuking them with the term “rav,” and therefore it 
was proclaimed to him with the term “rav” that he would not 
enter Eretz Yisrael. The Gemara explains: He proclaimed with the 
term “rav”’ when speaking with the congregation of Korah: “You 
take too much upon you [rav lakhem], you sons of Levi” (Num- 
bers 16:7), and it was proclaimed to him with the term “rav,’ as 


» 


God denied his request and said: “Let it suffice for you [rav lakh]: 
Alternatively: God’s telling Moses “rav lakh” was intended to 


mean: You now have a rav, a master, and who is it? It is Joshua, 
who has been chosen to lead the Jewish people. 


Alternatively: God’s telling Moses “rav lakh” was intended to 
mean: You have a rav, i.e., God, Who says that you may not enter 
Eretz Yisrael. You must not importune Me anymore, so that people 
should not say: How difficult is the Master and how obstinate 
is the student. The Gemara asks: And why was Moses punished 
so much in that he was not allowed to enter Eretz Yisrael, despite 
being so righteous? The school of Rabbi Yishmael taught that the 
reason is based on the common aphorism: Based on the camel is 
the burden. In other words, a person is judged in accordance with 
his stature, and therefore a righteous individual will be punished 
greatly due to any sins he committed. 


NOTES 

Do not read hurad - TWA PN Sx: The Maharsha 
writes that the exposition is based on the fact that the 
phrase is unnecessary, as it is already stated that Joseph 
had been taken down to Egypt. Moreover, the midrash 
notes that the word “hurad" generally is used to refer to 
authority and ruling, as in the verse: “And have domin- 
ion [urdu] over the fish of the sea” (Genesis 1:28). 


He proclaimed with rav, etc. = 13) Wa 273: The word 


"rav" appears in reference to evildoers (see Genesis 33:9), 


and since Moses used this language when addressing 
orah and his congregation, he was informed of his fate 
with the same word (Maharsha). Ben Yehoyada derives 
rom here that even when rebuking evildoers, such as 
orah and his congregation, one should be very careful 
o speak in a respectful manner. 
Others explain that the term used in addressing 
oses reflected the actual content of what he had said 
o the congregation of Korah. He had told them that 
hey should be satisfied with their role as Levites, and 
not request the elevated position of becoming priests. 
God similarly informs Moses that he should be satisfied 
with having lived outside of Eretz Yisrael, and should not 
request the elevated status of living within its borders 
(lyyun Ya'akov). 


LANGUAGE 
Astrologer [itztagnini] — »9330¥°%: This refers to one 
who looks at the stars; an astronomer, but primarily an 
astrologer. The word is apparently based on a Greek root. 
Some believe it is related to dot1p, astér, meaning star, 
but a precise root has not been found. 
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LANGUAGE 
Two pairs [deyo zugei] — »3% #7: From the Greek d1¢vyia, 
dizugya, meaning a double yoke that harnesses two ani- 
mals together. From this it is extended to mean anything 
that is doubled, where two serve together. 
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The verse relates what Moses said to the Jewish people at the end 
of his life: “And he said to them: I am a hundred and twenty 
years old this day; I can no longer go out and come in; and the 
Lord has said to me: You shall not go over this Jordan” (Deuter- 
onomy 31:2). The wording is problematic, as there is no need for 
the verse to state the term “this day.” Moses said it in order to 
indicate: On this day, my days and years have been completed 
to be precisely one hundred and twenty, in order to teach you 
that the Holy One, Blessed be He, completes the years of the 
righteous from day to day and from month to month, as it is 
written: “The number of your days I will fill” (Exodus 23:26), 
indicating that the righteous will live out their years fully. 


The verse continues: “I can no longer go out and come in” 
(Deuteronomy 31:2). The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of 
“go out and come in”? If we say it means literally that Moses was 

actually physically restricted from going out and coming in, but 

isn’t it written: “And Moses was a hundred and twenty years old 

when he died, his eye was not dim, nor his natural force abated” 
(Deuteronomy 34:7), indicating that he was at full physical 

strength? And it is written further: “And Moses went up from 

the plains of Moab to Mount Nebo” (Deuteronomy 34:1). And 

itis taught in a baraita: There were twelve steps" there to ascend 

the mountain, and Moses stepped over them all in one step, also 

indicating that he was at full physical strength. 


Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani says that Rabbi Yonatan says: The 
verse means that he could no longer go out and come in with 
words of Torah. This teaches that the gates of wisdom were 
closed off to him. 


The verse discussing when Joshua was appointed to be the succes- 
sor of Moses states: “And Moses and Joshua went, and presented 
themselves in the Tent of Meeting” (Deuteronomy 31:14). A 
Sage taught: That Sabbath when Moses died was a day of two 
pairs [deyo zugei],'i.e., two wise men, Moses and Joshua, serving 
together in one place. Authority was taken from one and given 
to the other. 


And it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda said: If not for 

an explicitly written verse, one could not say what is written 

with regard to the death and burial of Moses. Where did Moses 

die? In the portion of Reuben, as it is written: “And Moses went 

up from the plains of Moab to Mount Nebo” (Deuteronomy 
34:1), and it is known from elsewhere that Nebo is situated in 

the portion of Reuben, as it is written: “And the children of 
Reuben built Heshbon, and Elealeh, and Kiriathaim, and Nebo” 
(Numbers 32:37-38). 


The name is also expounded: It is called “Nebo [Nevo]; for 
three prophets [nevi’im] died there: Moses, and Aaron, and 
Miriam. 


Rabbi Yehuda continues: And where is Moses buried? In the 
portion of Gad, as it is written in the blessing of Moses to the 
tribe of Gad: “And he chose a first part for himself, for there a 
portion ofa ruler was reserved” (Deuteronomy 33:21), indicating 
that Moses, the ruler, is buried in the portion of Gad. And how 
much is the distance from the portion of Reuben to the portion 
of Gad? Four mil. Rabbi Yehuda asks: For those four mil from 
Mount Nebo in the portion of Reuben to the burial place of Moses 
in the portion of Gad, who transported him? 


Twelve steps, etc. — ^3) niyn mwy Dnw: These twelve steps 
are understood to allude to the twelve tribes, who together 


NOTES 


that Moses ascended immediately to the highest level 
(Otzar HaKavod). 


equaled Moses in stature (Maharsha). Alternatively, according 


to an esoteric understanding, it alludes to the twelve steps 
that one ascends to reach the higher worlds, and teaches 


Nebo — 132: This does not mean that all three died at Nebo, but 
rather that they all died in the portion of Reuben. 
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He answers: The contradiction between the two verses teaches 
that Moses was lying in the wings of the Divine Presence, as 
Moses was carried out by God Himself, and the ministering 
angels were saying: “He executed the righteousness of the 
Lord, and His ordinances with Israel” (Deuteronomy 33:21). 
And the Holy One, Blessed be He, was saying: “Who will 
rise up for Me against the evildoers? Who will stand up for 
Me against the workers of iniquity?” (Psalms 94:16). In other 
words, God asked: Who will now defend the Jewish people 
against its accusers? The idea that God Himself transported 
Moses to his burial could not have been said if not for the proof 
from the resolution between the contradictory verses. 


And Shmuel says that God was saying the verse: “Who is as the 
wise man and who knows the interpretation [pesher] of a 
matter?” (Ecclesiastes 8:1), referring to the greatness of Moses, 
who was able to forge compromises, pesharim, between God 
and the Jewish people. And Rabbi Yohanan says that God was 
saying the verse: “Wisdom, where can it be found?” (Job 
28:12). And Rav Nahman says that God was saying the verse: 
“And Moses, the servant of God, died there” (Deuteronomy 
34:5). Semalyon" says that God was saying: And Moses, the 
great scribe of Israel, died there. 


It is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Eliezer the Great says: Over 
an area of twelve mil by twelve mil, equivalent to the size of 
the camp of Israel, a Divine Voice proclaimed and said: And 
Moses, the great scribe of Israel, died. And some say: Moses 
did not actually die, as it is written here: “And Moses, the 
servant of the Lord, died there” (Deuteronomy 34:5), and it is 
written there: “And he was there with the Lord forty days and 
forty nights” (Exodus 34:28). Just as there, where it says: “And 
he was there with the Lord,” it means that he was standing and 
serving before God; so too, here, when it says: “And Moses, the 
servant of the Lord, died there,” it means that he was standing 
and serving before God. 


‘The verse describing the burial of Moses states: “And He buried 
him in the valley in the land of Moab over against Beth Peor; 
and no man knows of his grave to this day” (Deuteronomy 34:6). 
Rabbi Berekhya says: This verse provides a sign within a sign, 
i.e., a very precise description of the location of his burial, and 
even with this the verse concludes: “And no man knows of 
his grave to this day” (Deuteronomy 34:6). 


The Gemara relates: And the evil monarchy of the Roman 
Empire already sent messengers to 


the garrison [gastera]' of Beth Peor and said to them: Show 
us where Moses is buried. As the men stood above on the 
upper section of the mountain, it appeared to them as if the 
grave was below in the lower section. As they stood below, it 
appeared to them to be above. They divided into two groups, 
one above and one below. To those who were standing above, 
the grave appeared to them to be below; to those who were 
standing below, the grave appeared to them to be above, to 
fulfill that which is stated: “And no man knows of his grave 
to this day” (Deuteronomy 34:6). 


NOTES 
Semalyon - np: Tosafot mention that two opinions are 
quoted in the name of Rabbeinu Hananel as to whether 
Semalyon is the name of an angel or a scholar. 


LANGUAGE 
Garrison [gastera] - KWD: A form of the Latin castra, which 
means military camp. In the broader sense it is used to refer to 
military personnel, or soldiers that are assigned to a particular 
stronghold. 
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NOTES 
Moses buried near Beth Peor - 1iy5 ma byrs mona: 
The Maharsha explains that the question is why the bones 
of Moses were not taken to Eretz Yisrael just as were 
those of Joseph and his brothers. Moreover, his bones 
were buried in a location that recalls a sin of the Jewish 
people. The Gemara answers that the reason Moses was 
specifically buried near Beth Peor was in order to atone 
or the transgressions that were performed there. Tosafot 
cite a midrash that every year on the anniversary of the 
ransgressions at Beth Peor, an angel attempts to arise 
and castigate the Jewish people for their actions there, 
yet the presence of Moses’ grave there prevents this. The 
aharal explains that because the sin of Peor was the 
most shameful transgression of idol worship commit- 
ed by the people, therefore Moses, who achieved the 
highest level of holiness, is specifically the one who can 
counter the enormity of this sin. 


To follow the Divine Presence, etc. — 3 n% P 
"131: The intention of the phrase: To follow, as used here, 
is that one should bind himself to God by emulating 
His holy attributes. The Maharal notes that the specific 
Godly acts chosen here are all primarily associated with 
His attribute of benevolence and kindness, and people 
should emulate them, while they should not emulate 
God's attribute of strict justice. The /lyyun Ya'akov explains 
that these acts of kindness were emphasized because 
one might think that performing them is beneath his 
dignity. Therefore, it is necessary to teach that even God 
involves Himself in these acts. 


HALAKHA 


That one should follow His attributes - nx toad 
ynita: One is commanded to emulate the good and 
honest ways by which God is known. These specific attri- 
butes are mentioned only in order to teach us that these 
are the ones one must emulate (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, 
Hilkhot Deot 1:6). 


84 


SOTA: PEREK 1°14A°.1997’X p 


WOT NS TON NPN DTA KAN 


xy K7 ND VIP D VT PN 
DRY ONT INS INP MS ws yy 
roma WY MY TIS We ADT 
TA N CPI DIA KAN 937 VAN) 
ssh oD PNyD ms byg min ap 

aiya nwyn a 


NIV ND XVID KAPININ) 
1 wor a) 7n parting ANN” 
123 xm PVW INK shad ox) 

PRIT ain wis PN m3" gI 


wip bw voima ans TIY hee 
ory WN K m:n ma 
insta oi) Dy wy D037 
VIDT IDN 4x rowan ay niana 
hin pasi Ma wiTp ony 
PAAD DNI T vog KPY D037 
KIT a wip Din pa TPN AX 
nin NM PY D037 E on 
ia poy? ng arise JID) oax 
NIT Na wip mbar DM] TIAN AY 
AKA ini apy’ NST OND 7p 

ong Tap AAS 


vase tH bga 39 - "ay many” 
WY! ITT Wak TN, Wy fa IT 197 
aga may 


moons ADIA -TNIK W aw 
anbynn DION mons nain) ODN 
ob yy INST DDN ‘mbm 
Pov qiy niana inw omb 
PY D037 ON nim aiD) 

raini 


aw MED TA 29A PNIU I VTI 
KIT anon e ix TY KIT Enna 
TSA TAI TWA wore Jo KYK PPY 
yxa Kby poepmn pN) byw” noy) 
PM 1D VIKY K DIY bye 

kai by ibis 


Rabbi Hama, son of Rabbi Hanina, says: Even Moses our 
teacher himself does not know where he is buried. It is written 
here: “And no man knows of his grave,” and it is written there: 
“And this is the blessing wherewith Moses the man of God 
blessed the children of Israel before his death’ (Deuteronomy 
33:1). In other words, even Moses, as he is referred to by the term 
“man,” does not know his burial place. And Rabbi Hama, son of 
Rabbi Hanina, says: For what reason was Moses buried near 
Beth Peor?" In order to atone for the incident that transpired at 
Beth Peor (Numbers, chapter 25). 


And Rabbi Hama, son of Rabbi Hanina, says: What is the 
meaning of that which is written: “After the Lord your God 
shall you walk, and Him shall you fear, and His commandments 
shall you keep, and unto His voice shall you hearken, and Him 
shall you serve, and unto Him shall you cleave” (Deuteronomy 
13:5)? Butis it actually possible for a person to follow the Divine 
Presence?" But hasn’t it already been stated: “For the Lord your 
God is a devouring fire, a jealous God” (Deuteronomy 4:24), and 
one cannot approach fire. 


He explains: Rather, the meaning is that one should follow the 

attributes of the Holy One, Blessed be He." He provides several 

examples. Just as He clothes the naked, as it is written: “And the 

Lord God made for Adam and for his wife garments of skin, 
and clothed them” (Genesis 3:21), so too, should you clothe the 

naked. Just as the Holy One, Blessed be He, visits the sick, as it 

is written with regard to God's appearing to Abraham following 

his circumcision: “And the Lord appeared unto him by the tere- 
binths of Mamre” (Genesis 18:1), so too, should you visit the 

sick. Just as the Holy One, Blessed be He, consoles mourners, 
as it is written: “And it came to pass after the death of Abraham, 
that God blessed Isaac his son” (Genesis 25:11), so too, should 

you console mourners. Just as the Holy One, Blessed be He, 
buried the dead, as it is written: “And he was buried in the valley 
in the land of Moab” (Deuteronomy 34:6), so too, should you 

bury the dead. 


The Gemara discusses the verse: “And the Lord God made for 
Adam and for his wife garments of skin," and clothed them” 
(Genesis 3:21). Rav and Shmuel disagree as to the meaning of 
the term “garments of skin.” One says that these garments were 

made of something that comes from the skin, and one says that 

these garments were something from which the skin benefits. 


Rabbi Samlai taught: With regard to the Torah, its beginning is 

an act of kindness and its end is an act of kindness. Its begin- 
ning is an act of kindness, as it is written: “And the Lord God 

made for Adam and for his wife garments of skin, and clothed 

them” (Genesis 3:21). And its end is an act of kindness, as it is 

written: “And he was buried in the valley in the land of Moab” 
(Deuteronomy 34:6). 


Rabbi Samlai taught: For what reason did Moses our teacher 
greatly desire to enter Eretz Yisrael? Did he need to eat of its 
` produce, or did he need to satisfy himself from its goodness? 
Rather, this is what Moses said: Many mitzvot were com- 
manded to the Jewish people, and some of them can be fulfilled 
only in Eretz Yisrael, so I will enter the land in order that they 
can all be fulfilled by me. 


Garments of skin, etc. - ^3) 5y niana: Rashi explains that this 
refers to garments of wool, which grows upon the skin of an 


animal. 


The Maharsha, citing the Hizkuni, notes that Adam had not 
been granted permission to kill animals, and therefore no animal 
at that time would have been skinned. This is why the Sages offer 
other interpretations of the verse. However, the Minha Hareva 


NOTES 
quotes other commentaries who explain that although it was 
prohibited for Adam to kill animals, he was permitted to make 
use of those that died of natural causes. Therefore, the verse 
can actually refer to clothes made of animal skins. The Maharal 
writes that the dispute between Rav and Shmuel is concerned 
essentially with whether the reason for wearing garments is to 
cover one's nakedness or to provide pleasure to the wearer. 
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The Holy One, Blessed be He, said to him: Do you seek to 
enter the land to perform these mitzvot for any reason other 
than to receive a reward?" I will ascribe you credit as if you 
had performed them and you will receive your reward, as it is 
stated: “Therefore will I divide him a portion among the great, 
and he shall divide the spoil with the mighty; because he 
bared his soul unto death, and was numbered with the trans- 
gressors; yet he bore the sin of many, and made intercession 
for the transgressors” (Isaiah 53:12). 


Rabbi Samlai proceeds to expound the verse “Therefore will I 

divide him a portion among the great” to mean that he will 

receive reward. One might have thought that he will receive 

reward like the later ones and not like the earlier ones, so the 

verse states: “And he shall divide the spoil with the mighty,” 
meaning like Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, who were mighty in 

Torah and in mitzvot. “Because he bared his soul unto death,” 
meaning he gave himself over to death on behalf of the Jewish 

people, as it is stated: “Yet now, if You will forgive their sin; 

and if not, blot me, I pray You, out of Your book that You have 

written” (Exodus 32:32). 


“And was numbered with the transgressors,” meaning that he 
was counted among those who died in the desert, for, just 
like them, he did not enter Eretz Yisrael. “Yet he bore the sin 
of many,’ as he atoned for the incident of the Golden Calf. 
“And made intercession [yafgia] for the transgressors,” as he 
requested mercy for the sinners of Israel so that they should 
engage in repentance. And the word pegia means nothing 
other than prayer, as it is stated: “Therefore pray not you 
for this people, neither lift up cry nor prayer for them, 
neither make intercession [tifga] to Me; for I will not hear 
you” (Jeremiah 7:16). 


NOTES 
Other than to receive a reward - 13¥ bab Kb: The 
Maharsha writes that although generally it is improper 
for one to perform mitzvot for the sake of a reward, if 
he expends effort to perform a mitzva that he was not 
commanded to do it is acceptable to request a reward. 
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The chapter began with a discussion of the three initial stages of the sota process: The 
warning issued by the husband, the woman’s seclusion with the man about whom 
she was warned, and the defilement of the woman through adulterous sexual inter- 
course. There is a dispute as to whether the warning need be issued in the presence 
of witnesses, as well as a dispute as to whether the woman's seclusion needs to be 
known through the testimony of two witnesses. The halakhic conclusion is that the 
warning must be issued in the presence of two witnesses and the seclusion must be 
known through the testimony of two witnesses. Once these conditions are met, the 
wife and husband may not engage in sexual intercourse until and unless it has been 
proven through the sota evaluation (see Numbers, chapter 5) that she is innocent of 
any wrongdoing. However, it is sufficient for one witness to testify to the woman's 
actual defilement in order to render her forbidden to her husband and deny her the 
possibility of proving her innocence through the drinking of the bitter water. 


The wording to be employed when issuing a warning was also discussed, specifically, 
that the warning must state that the woman should not seclude herself with a par- 
ticular man. A man who suspects his wife of adultery is enjoined to issue a warning 
to her. In order for the woman to assume the status of a sota, her seclusion with the 
man must be for a specific duration, as recorded in the Gemara. 


After the woman secludes herself with the man, the husband does not immediately 
bring his wife to the Temple. First he goes to his local court, which decides whether 
the evidence requires that the wife be brought to the Temple for the sota evaluation 
rite. Ifthe court decides in the affirmative, it appoints two Torah scholars to escort 
the couple to the Temple. After arriving at the Temple the woman is taken to the 
Sanhedrin, where its members attempt to persuade her not to drink the water if she 
is guilty. Only if the woman is adamant in her desire to drink and be evaluated is she 
then brought before a priest, who has her stand at the eastern gate of the Temple in 
the presence of the public. He then tears part of her outer garment and removes her 
head covering. 


A fair amount of aggada was taught in this chapter, including a discussion of some 
devastating character traits that can bring about one’s downfall, as well as the power 
of repentance. The nature of divine retribution in the case of an unfaithful sota 
also generated a discussion of divine retribution in general. God’s administration 
of punishments and rewards measure for measure for sins or good deeds was also 
discussed at length. 


Summary of 
Perek | 
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And the priest shall bring her near, and set her before the Lord. 


And the priest shall take holy water in an earthen vessel; and of 
the dust that is on the floor of the Tabernacle the priest shall take, 
and put it into the water. 


And the priest shall set the woman before the Lord, and let the 
hair of the woman's head go loose, and put the meal-offering of 
memorial in her hands, which is the meal-offering of jealousy; and 
the priest shall have in his hand the water of bitterness that causes 
the curse. 


And the priest shall cause her to swear, and shall say to the woman: 
If no man has lain with you, and if you have not gone astray to 
defilement while under your husband, you shall be free from this 
water of bitterness that causes the curse; 


But if you have gone astray while under your husband, and if you 
are defiled, and some man has lain with you besides your husband; 


Then the priest shall cause the woman to swear with the oath of 
cursing, and the priest shall say to the woman: The Lord shall make 
you a curse and an oath among your people, when the Lord will 
cause your thigh to fall away, and your belly to swell; 


And this water that causes the curse shall go into your bowels, and 
cause your belly to swell, and your thigh to fall away; and the 
woman shall say: Amen, amen. 


And the priest shall write these curses in a scroll, and he shall blot 


them out into the water of bitterness. 


(Numbers 5:16-23) 


This chapter clarifies many of the halakhot recorded in these verses. It enumerates 
the sacrifice of the meal-offering of the sota, the drinking of the bitter water of a 
sota, and the oath administered to the sota, and describes the acts of the priest admin- 
istering the ritual. Furthermore, it discusses the source of the water to be drunk and 
the proper amount of water to use, as well as the source of the dust described in the 
verses and the amount that must be placed in the water. The Gemara also elaborates 
on the order in which the water and dust are applied and the type of drinking utensil 
used. 


Also addressed are various questions concerning the scroll of the sota: Which curses 
must be written in the scroll? Must the entire passage of the Torah be written? What 
ink should be used, and on what surface are the words to be written? 


Finally, the chapter addresses the range of cases that are to be included in the oath 
of the sota. 


Introduction to 
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MI S HNA The husband of the sota would bring" his 


wifes meal-offering to the priest in an 
Egyptian wicker basket'® made of palm branches, and he would 
place" the meal-offering in her hands for her to hold throughout 
the ritual in order to fatigue her. This might lead her to confess 


her guilt and not drink the water of a sota unnecessarily. 


The mishna lists differences between this meal-offering and other 
meal-offerings. Generally, all meal-offerings, from their begin- 
nings, i.e., the moment they are consecrated, and until their ends, 
i.e., the moment they are sacrificed, must be ina service vessel. But 

in the case of this one, its beginning is in a wicker basket and only 
at its end, immediately before it is offered, is it placed in a service 

vessel. 


All other meal-offerings require oil” and frankincense, and this 
one requires neither oil nor frankincense. Furthermore, all other 
meal-offerings are brought from wheat," and this one is brought 
from barley. Although in fact the omer meal-offering"’ is also 
brought from barley, it is still different in that it was brought as 
groats, i.e., high-quality meal. The meal-offering of the sota, how- 
ever, is brought as unsifted barley flour. Rabban Gamliel says: This 
hints that just as her actions of seclusion with another man were 
the actions of an animal, so too her offering is animal food, i.e., 
barley and not wheat. 


G E M ARA It is taught in a baraita that Abba Hanin 

says in the name of Rabbi Eliezer: And 
why is so much done to her? It is in order to fatigue her, so that 
she will retract and confess her guilt and be spared death. And if 
the Torah is so protective of those who transgress His will, i.e., 
the sota, who secluded herself with the man she was warned against, 


then by a fortiori inference He is protective of those who do His 
will. 


The Gemara asks: And from where is it derived that they attempt 
to induce her to confess because the Torah is protective of the sota? 
Perhaps it is in order that the scroll of the sota, containing the 
name of God, will not be erased. The Gemara responds: Rabbi 
Eliezer holds 


HALAKHA 


In an Egyptian wicker basket - m2 7993 Jina: The priest 
brings a tenth of an ephah of barley flour belonging to the 
husband, puts it in a basket made of palm branches, and then 
puts this basket in the hands of the sota in order to exhaust her 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:12). 


All meal-offerings require oil, etc. - jaw minyo niman bs 
"131: All meal-offerings placed on the altar require oil and frank- 
incense: A /og of oil for each tenth of an ephah of flour and a 
handful of frankincense for every meal-offering. The excep- 
tions are the meal-offerings of a sinner and a sota (Rambam 
Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:13 and Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HakKorbanot 12:7). 


Egyptian wicker basket - nyn 7993: These baskets are made 
by bending thin willow branches into a bowl shape. 


The omer meal-offering — vast nna: The omer meal-offering, 
which consisted of one tenth of an ephah of barley flour, was 
sacrificed in the Temple on the sixteenth of Nisan, the second 
day of the festival of Passover. The omer was harvested from 
newly ripe barley on the second night of Passover and was pre- 
pared as roasted flour. A handful was burned on the altar, while 


BACKGROUND 


All meal-offerings are brought from wheat - nixa niman 
pom pa: All meal-offerings are brought from fine wheat flour 
except for the omer meal-offering and the meal-offering of 
the sota, which are brought from barley (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 12:2). 


The omer meal-offering — wiy nna: The omer meal-offering 
brought from the choicest barley flour, sifted thirteen times, 
while the meal-offering of the sota is brought from ordinary 
barley flour (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:13 and Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 7:1—12). 


the rest was eaten by the priests. In addition to the omer offering, 
a male sheep was sacrificed as a burnt-offering, together with 
a wine libation and two-tenths of an ephah of wheat flour as a 
meal-offering. Once the omer offering was sacrificed, the general 
populace was permitted to eat grain from the new harvest. It is 
a mitzva by Torah law to count the days from the sixteenth of 
Nisan, the day the omer meal-offering was brought, until the 
festival of Shavuot. This mitzva is known as sefirat haomer, the 
counting of the omer. 


NOTES 
The husband would bring — 32 my: The Jerusalem 
Talmud states explicitly that the husband must bring this 
meal-offering from his own funds. The reason is that the 
husband has a personal need for this offering, as he must 
clarify for himself the innocence or guilt of his wife (Kerem 
Nata). 


Would bring...and he would place — mania... 77: 

Tosafot point out that the order of the sota procedure 
recorded in the mishna does not match the order as 
recorded in the Torah (see Numbers 5:11-31). In a com- 
ment on 17b, Josafot conclude that the order in the Torah is 
authoritative, rather than the order in the mishna. However, 
the Rambam in the Mishne Torah appears to present a dif- 
ferent order than the one presented by Tosafot. 
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NOTES 


It was already erased — ay XPM XI: Tosafot note 
that the Gemara previously stated (7a) “that after the 
scroll is erased the sota is encouraged to drink the water 
of the sota . However, according to the Gemara here she 
is encouraged to confess even after the scroll has been 
erased. The Sefat Emet explains that prior to the erasing 
of the scroll, the woman is discouraged from drinking 
even if she is innocent, so that the scroll with the name 
of God need not be erased. After the scroll has been 
erased, she is encouraged to drink if she is innocent, but 
if she is guilty she should confess her guilt instead (see 
Minhat Kenaot). 


HALAKHA 


What is the procedure for meal-offerings — ninya 11D 
‘t¥D: The procedure for the sacrifice of meal-offerings is 
as follows: One who brings a meal-offering brings fine 
flour from his home in a vessel of silver or gold, suitable 
to be a service vessel. If it is a meal-offering of fine flour, 
he places it in a service vessel and sanctifies it in the 
Temple. Baked meal-offerings are baked in the Temple 
and broken into pieces. Oil and frankincense are placed 
upon the flour, and it is brought to the priest, who carries 
it to the altar. The priest brings it opposite the corner of 
the horn of the altar. He removes the frankincense to 
one side, removes a handful of the meal-offering from 
the place where the oil has accumulated, puts it into a 
service vessel, and sanctifies it there. He then gathers 
all the frankincense and places it on top of the handful 
in the vessel, brings the handful up to the altar, salts it, 
and places it on the fire (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 13:12). 


After the handful is sacrificed — ynipi ayp: After the 
priest places the handful on the fire of the altar and 
most of it has ignited, the remainder of the meal-offering 
may be eaten by the priests. However, the meal-offering 
brought by a priest is not eaten at all (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 12:9, 13). 


The priests are permitted, etc. — 3) D377 pRB: The 
priests are permitted to eat meal- -offerings together with 
other foods and are even permitted to place honey on 
them. However, they are prohibited by Torah law from 
eating them in leavened form (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 12:14). 


Service vessels that were made of wood - nw bp 
yy by jxwyW: Service vessels may be fashioned only 
of metallic substances; if they are made of wood or 
glass they are invalid. This ruling is in accordance with 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s opinion, as the halakha is gener- 
ally ruled in his favor in disputes with his colleagues 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 1:18). 


LANGUAGE 


Baskets [kelatot] - nindp: From the Greek káñaðoç, 
kalathos, a basket with a narrow base used primarily by 
women for holding wool and work utensils. 
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that the priest would first give her the water of the sota to drink, and 
only afterward would he sacrifice her meal-offering. Therefore, if 
the concern were due to the scroll, it would no longer be applicable, 
as it was already erased" in the water of the sota before the meal- 
offering was brought. The efforts to fatigue her by making her hold 
the meal-offering must indicate that the Torah is protective of her. 


It was taught in the mishna: All meal-offerings, from their begin- 
ning until their end, are placed in service vessels and remain there. 
The Gemara raises a contradiction from the Tosefta (Menahot 1:16): 
What is the procedure for meal-offerings?" A person brings his 
meal-offering from his property in baskets [kelatot]' of silver and 
of gold, and when he reaches the Temple he places it in a service 
vessel and sanctifies it in the service vessel, and he puts its oil and 
frankincense on it, and he carries it to the priest. And the priest 
then carries it to the altar and brings it near to the southwest horn 
of the altar, opposite the corner of the horn of the altar. And this 
is sufficient. 


The baraita continues: And the priest then removes the frank- 
incense to one side, and he removes a handful from the place 
where its oil has accumulated and mixed with the flour, and he 
puts the handful into a service vessel and consecrates it in the 
service vessel. And he then gathers its frankincense and puts it 
on top of the handful and brings it up onto the altar. And he 
brings it up and burns it in the service vessel; and he salts it and 
places it upon the fires. 


The baraita continues: After the handful is sacrificed," the remain- 
ders of the meal-offering are eaten. And the priests are permitted" 
to put wine and oil and honey in it, even though it is prohibited 
to offer honey on the altar. And they are prohibited only from 
allowing the meal-offering to become leavened. 


The Gemara asks: In any event, the baraita teaches that the meal- 
offering is first placed in baskets of silver and baskets of gold 
brought from one’s home. This seems to contradict the mishna’s 
statement that all other meal-offerings are initially in service vessels. 
Rav Pappa said: The mishna means to say that meal-offerings are 
placed in vessels of silver and gold, as these are suitable to be 
service vessels if consecrated. 


The Gemara notes: Since the mishna distinguishes in this regard 
between the meal-offering of the sota and all other meal-offerings, 
one may learn by inference that an Egyptian wicker basket is not 
suitable to be a service vessel even if it is consecrated. In accor- 
dance with whose opinion is this the case? It is not in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, as it is 
taught in a baraita: With regard to service vessels that were made 
of wood," Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi deems them unfit, and Rabbi 
Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, deems them fit. 


The Gemara responds: You can even say that the mishna is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda. 
Say that Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, says that wooden 
vessels are deemed fit with regard to those of superior quality; but 
does he say likewise with regard to vessels of lesser quality, e.g., a 
basket made of palm branches? Doesn’t Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 
Yehuda, hold to the principle articulated in the verse: “And when 
you offer the blind for a sacrifice, is it not evil! ... If you would 
present it now unto your governor, will he be pleased with you or 
show you favor?” (Malachi 1:8)? Nothing that is unfit for presen- 
tation to a ruler may be brought to the Temple. Therefore, even 
Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, must agree that a basket made of 
palm branches cannot be a service vessel. 
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§ The baraita states: He places it in a service vessel and sanctifies 
it in the service vessel. The Gemara asks: Can one learn from the 
unnecessary repetition of the term service vessel, that service 
vessels can sanctify their contents only with intention?™ Must 
one place the meal-offering in the service vessel with express intent 
to sanctify it? The Gemara answers: Say: He simply places it in the 
service vessel in order to sanctify it in the service vessel. He need 
not to intend to sanctify it. 


§ The baraita teaches: The owner of the meal-offering puts its 
oil and frankincense on it. The Gemara cites the source of this 
halakha: As it is stated: “And when anyone brings a meal-offering 
unto the Lord, his offering shall be of fine flour; and he shall pour 
oil upon it, and put frankincense thereon” (Leviticus 2:1). 


The baraita states: And he carries it to the priest. The Gemara cites 
the source: As it is written: “And he shall bring it to Aaron’s sons, 
the priests” (Leviticus 2:2). 


The baraita states: And the priest then carries it to the altar. The 
Gemara cites the source: As it is written: “And you shall bring the 
meal-offering that is made of these things unto the Lord; and it 
shall be presented unto the priest, and he shall bring it unto the 
altar” (Leviticus 2:8). 


The baraita states: The priest brings it near to the southwest horn 
of the altar, opposite the corner of the horn. And this is sufficient. 
The Gemara asks: From where do we derive this? 


The Gemara responds: As it is written: “And this is the law of the 

meal-offering: The sons of Aaron shall offer it before the Lord 

in front of the altar” (Leviticus 6:7). And it is taught in a baraita: 

When the verse states: “Before the Lord,” one might have under- 
stood this to mean on the western side of the altar, opposite the 

Holy of Holies. Therefore, the verse states: “In front of the altar.” 
This must be the south of the altar, where the ramp is located. If the 
verse had stated only: In front of the altar, one might have under- 
stood it to mean specifically on the southern side. Therefore, the 

verse states: “Before the Lord,” indicating the western side. How 
can these texts be reconciled? The priest brings it near to the 

southwest corner of the altar, opposite the corner of the horn. 
And this is sufficient. 


Rabbi Elazar says another interpretation: One might have thought 
that he offers it up on the western side of the corner or on the 
southern side of the corner. Say: Anywhere you find two verses, 
one of which fulfills itself and fulfills the statement of the other, 
and one of which fulfills itself and nullifies the statement of the 
other, leave the verse that fulfills itself and nullifies the other, and 
seize the one that fulfills itself and fulfills the other. The principle 
is applied as follows: When you say: “Before the Lord,” on the 
western side, you have nullified the other part of the verse: “In 
front of the altar,’ on the southern side. But when you say: “In 
front of the altar,” on the southern side, you have also fulfilled: 
“Before the Lord,” on the western side. How so? He brings it near 
to the southern side of the corner. 


The Gemara asks: But where have you fulfilled the phrase “before 
the Lord”? Rav Ashi said: This tanna holds that the entire altar 
stands in the north of the Temple courtyard. Therefore, the entire 
southern side of the altar stood opposite the Holy of Holies in the 
west, and it can therefore be called: Before the Lord. 


The Gemara asks: What is taught by the phrase: And this is suffi- 
cient? Rav Ashi said: This phrase was necessary, as otherwise it 
might enter your mind to say: Require the priest to bring the 
meal-offering itself near to the corner of the altar without the use 
of a vessel. The baraita teaches us that this is not so, and one can 
bring it to the altar in its service vessel. 


NOTES 

Service vessels can sanctify only with intention - 
nya xb perp prs mw a: Tosefot HaRosh cites 

atextual variant entertaining the possibility that plac- 
ing an item ina service vessel can render it sanctified 

even without intention. Although the Rambam rules 

that intention is necessary for a service vessel to sanc- 
tify that which is placed in it, the Meiri disagrees. 


HALAKHA 
Service vessels can sanctify only with intention — 
ny xbx pwn p: Service vessels sanctify items 
placed in them only if one placed the items there 
with that intention (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:20). 
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NOTES 
In order that it not be removed along with the 
meal-offering — ama 172 yinpa xhg: The verse 
states: “He shall take from there his handful” (Leviti- 
cus 2:2). If anything else is in his hand when he 
removes the handful, the handful will not be whole 
(Rashi; Tosefot HaRash). 


Although the knife sanctifies blood - 33 by qx 
p20 mawT: The Gemara apparently indicates that 
he slaughtering knives in the Temple must be con- 
secrated as service vessels. According to Rabbeinu 
Efrayim, however, other statements in the Gemara 
prove that the knife need not be a service vessel. 
The Tosefot HaRash and the Tosefot HaRosh discuss 
his issue, and both note that there is no conclusive 
proof for either opinion. It is possible that the knife 
must be consecrated as a service vessel ab initio, but 
if one slaughtered with an unconsecrated knife the 
offering would be valid after the fact. 


Here too it is not different - K3% xb 492 837: Ani- 
mal offerings and meal-offerings are comparable in 
many ways. There are four sacrificial rites involved 
in animal offerings: Slaughter, receiving the blood, 
carrying it to the altar, and sprinkling it on the altar. 
There are likewise four sacrificial rites involved in the 
meal-offering: Removing the handful from the vessel, 
placing it in a service vessel, carrying it to the altar, 
and burning it on the altar. The initial placement of 
the entire meal-offering in a service vessel is not 
considered a true part of its service. The structure of 
tractate Menahot, which deals with meal-offerings, 
is parallel to that of tractate Zevahim, which deals 
with animal offerings. 


LANGUAGE 


Crumb [koret] — wip: This word refers to a small 
item or fraction, similar to the Greek xepattoy, 
keration. The word carat, a measurement used for 
the weight of diamonds, may be derived from this 
Greek word. However, both may derive originally 
from older Semitic words. Some sources assert that 
koret is a variation of the word keretz, meaning slice 
or small piece. 


HALAKHA 
Came out in his hand - iva my: If the priest 
removed the handful, and a pebble, a grain of salt, or 
a crumb of frankincense came up with it, it is invalid 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 
11:3). 
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The Gemara asks: And why not say that this is indeed so? The 
Gemara responds: The verse states: “And you shall bring the 
meal-offering that is made of these things unto the Lord; and 
it shall be presented unto the priest, and he shall bring it unto 
the altar” (Leviticus 2:8); just as presentation to the priest is 
in a vessel, so too bringing it to the altar must be in a vessel. 


The baraita states: And he removes its frankincense to one side. 
The Gemara explains: This is done in order that the frankincense 
not be removed along with the meal-offering" when the priest 
removes a handful. As we learned in a mishna (Menahot 6a): If 
he removed the handful and a pebble, or a grain of salt, or a 
crumb [koret]! of frankincense came out in his hand," it is 
invalid. The handful must be entirely fine flour. 


The baraita continues: And he removes a handful from the place 

where its oil has accumulated. The Gemara asks: From where 

do we derive this? As it is written: “And he shall take from there 

his handful of the fine flour thereof, and of the oil thereof” 
(Leviticus 2:2). The Torah also states: “And the priest shall make 

the memorial part of it smoke, even of the groats thereof, and of 
the oil thereof” (Leviticus 2:16). The handful should be taken 

from the area where there is an abundance of oil. 


The baraita continues: And he puts the handful into a service 
vessel and sanctifies it in the service vessel. The Gemara asks: 
Why do I need this sanctification? He has already sanctified it 
once, when he initially brought it to the Temple. The Gemara 
responds: The sanctification here is just as with the blood of the 
offerings. Although the knife sanctifies blood" by contact with 
the neck of the animal, since the knife itself is a service vessel, 
the priest sanctifies it again when he collects it in the service 
vessel. Here too, it is not different;" the meal-offering must be 
sanctified twice. 


The baraita continues: And he gathers its frankincense and 
puts it on top of the handful. The Gemara cites the source: As 
it is written: “And he shall take up from his handful, of the fine 
flour of the meal-offering, and of the oil thereof, and all the 
frankincense which is upon the meal-offering” (Leviticus 6:8). 


The baraita continues: And he then brings it up 


and burns it in the service vessel. The Gemara asks: Does he 
really burn it in a service vessel? Rather, say: He brings it up 
to the altar in a service vessel in order to burn it. 


The baraita continues: And he salts it and places it on the 
fires. The Gemara cites the source: As it is written: “And every 
meal-offering of yours you shall season with salt” (Leviticus 
2:13). 


The baraita continues: After the handful is sacrificed, the 
remainders of the meal-offering are eaten. The Gemara asks: 
From where do we derive this? As it is written: “And he shall 
bring it to Aaron’s sons, the priests... and the priest shall make 
the memorial part thereof smoke upon the altar” (Leviticus 2:2). 
The memorial part is the handful. And it is written afterward: 


“But that which is left of the meal-offering shall be for Aaron 


and his sons” (Leviticus 2:3). 


m2 monet wy - "YRIPT 237” 
YPT HD MeT VA 
IPINI DY VPEA 
ILONI 1a DDUW NK KIIN 

Jana IKT NYAWA VY NP 


py iaind pmb mian pew 
TAY PNDVY ND "WIN W) 
Tp APN? - “nna” xp 

Pais ws2aTw 


ont, YANM KYR PDY PNY” 

IAY "OPN yan TIND NY” 

Kb abn w soph ya yaw 
YANINI 


niman doy 15 ninayan ba” 
nya sam maiz paw ninyo 
py KD” agg KINT MBIT 

vasa hy iY xy aw 7 why 


Jpg ninyo ningaT a VNp > 
nisa POT m nisa miah 
TIRY aby are Ipin Aa; 
pena pnya -nyaa ay nayo 
»9 by aye aiy ano men 
TYY - pUy!T P mea WIW 
ADE UN ARD aah pw 
mxn mata K me xb mayo 

TAR EH PIEI p 


KIT PTA TIYAY a7 VIX NAN 
jaw ARyY KVIN AMIA KIN 
130) KIN K wow maids 
xp hy amyY ADE TA IM 

7 Map 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


The baraita uses the phrase: After the handful is sacrificed. This 
phrase can be understood according to one Sage as he holds, 
and according to another Sage as he holds. As it is stated that 
there is a dispute between the Sages: From when does the sacri- 
fice of the handful render the remainder of the meal-offering 
permitted" for consumption by the priests? Rabbi Hanina says: 
It is when the fire takes hold of it, i.e., when it ignites. Rabbi 
Yohanan says: It is when the fire consumes most of the handful. 
Each of these amora’im understands the baraita in accordance 
with his opinion. 


The baraita continues: And the priests are permitted" to put 
wine and oil and honey in the remainder of the meal-offering. 
What is the reason? The verse states with regard to the gifts 
given to the priests: “And I, behold, I have given you the charge 
of My terumot... for a consecrated portion” (Numbers 18:8). The 
phrase “for a consecrated portion” indicates that the gifts are given 
as a mark of greatness and should be eaten in the manner that 
the kings eat. 


The baraita concludes: And they are prohibited only from allow- 

ing the meal-offering to become leavened. The Gemara cites the 
source: As it is written with regard to meal-offerings: “It shall not 
be baked with leaven. Their portion I have given it of My offer- 
ings made by fire” (Leviticus 6:10). Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish 
says: One should read the verse as if the phrase “their portion” is 
part of the same phrase as the prohibition of baking with leaven. 
This teaches that even their portion," i.e., the portion given to the 
priests, shall not be baked with leaven." 


§ The mishna states: All other meal-offerings require oil and 
frankincense. The Gemara asks: But do all other meal-offerings 
actually require oil and frankincense? But isn’t there the meal- 
offering of a sinner, ™ with regard to which the Merciful One 
states: “He shall put no oil upon it, neither shall he put any 
frankincense thereon; for it is a sin-offering” (Leviticus 5:11). 


The Gemara responds: This is what the mishna is saying: All 
meal-offerings other than that of the sota require oil and frank- 
incense, and they are brought from wheat; and they are also 
brought from fine flour. However, the meal-offering of a sinner, 
even though it does not require oil and frankincense, must still 
be brought from wheat and brought from fine flour. Similarly, 
the omer meal-offering, even though it is brought from barley, 
requires oil and frankincense, and it is brought as groats.’ 
But this one, the sota meal-offering, requires neither" oil nor 
frankincense, and it is brought from barley and brought as 
unsifted flour. While the meal-offering of a sinner and the omer 
meal-offering are similar to other meal-offerings in one of these 
respects, the sota meal-offering is different in both respects. 


It is taught in a baraita (Tosefta 1:10) that Rabbi Shimon said: By 
right, it should have been the halakha that the meal-offering of 
a sinner requires oil and frankincense, so that a sinner should 
not stand to gain by not having to pay for them. For what reason 
does the verse not require them? It is so that his offering will 
not be of superior quality. 


BACKGROUND 


Groats - wa: Wheat and barley were ground in the follow- 
ing manner: First, one would grind the grains crudely with 
some becoming finely ground flour and the rest remaining 
coarse. After the contents were ground, they were sifted to 
separate the finely ground flour from the coarser meal. The 


finely ground flour was considered of lower quality, while 
the coarser meal was considered more desirable. This coarse 
meal is called solet when made from wheat and geres when 
made from barley. 


HALAKHA 


From when does the sacrifice of the handful render the 
remainder permitted — ox pw Van NK yapi: The 
remainder of the offering is permitted for consumption once 
the fire has consumed most of the handful. The Rambam 
rules in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan and 
his understanding of tractate Menahot (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 12:13 and Kesef Mishne there). 


Even their portion shall not be baked with leaven — Sox 
yan maxa x apn: It is prohibited to allow any part of the 
meal- offering to become leavened, even the portion eaten by 
the priests. One who causes the offering to become leavened 
is liable to be flogged (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
Hakorbanot 12:14). 


Meal-offering of a sinner — win nna: No oil or frankincense 
is placed on the meal-offering of a sinner (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 12:7). 


NOTES 


The priests are permitted, etc. — 131 D237 PREN: The Torah 
(Leviticus 2:11) prohibits leavening or adding honey to the por- 
ion of a meal-offering burned on the altar. As the prohibition 
against leavening applies the remainder of the offering as well, 
one might assume that the same is true with regard to honey. 
Therefore, the baraita states that honey may in fact be placed 
on the remainder (Minha Hareva). 


Even their portion - pon ow: This interpretation does fit 
he straightforward meaning of he verse, which states literally: 
t shall not be baked with leaven. Their portion | have given it of 

y offerings made by fire” (Leviticus 6:10). According to Rashi, 
Reish Lakish places the period after the word “portion,” indicat- 
ing that it is the object of the first sentence. Others explain 
hat according to Reish Lakish, the clear intention of the entire 
verse is that no part of the meal-offering may be allowed to 
eaven. His reading of the phrase “their portion” as connected 
o “not baked with leaven” is meant only as an allusion to the 
straightforward meaning of the verse. 


n 


Meal-offering of a sinner — xin nmaa: The meal-offering of 
a sinner is a poor man’s sin-offering. Generally, those obligated 
to bring a sliding-scale sin-offering must bring a lamb or a goat 
or, if they cannot afford one, two birds. One who cannot afford 
even this brings the meal-offering of a sinner. 


This one requires neither, etc. -^3 myy AYE it: The Ramban 
notes that the Hebrew word for barley, seora, is similar to the 
word for an angry storm [seara]. The verse (Numbers 5:25) refers 
to this meal-offering as a minhat kenaot, a meal-offering of 
jealousy. For this reason, the sota drinks out of an earthenware 
cup, a symbol of breaking and destruction, and dust is placed in 
the water of the sota, symbolizing death. The Sefer HaHinnukh 
explains that since oil is used for anointing kings, it is not proper 
to use oil for offerings related to sin. 
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NOTES 

Sin-offering of forbidden fat — abn nyn: Certain sin- 
offerings are brought for unintentional transgression of 
prohibitions that are punishable by karet when violated 
intentionally. All such sin-offerings are referred to as a sin- 
offering of forbidden fat, as distinguished from communal 
sin-offerings or the sin-offering of a nazirite. Rashi explains 
hat this name is used as a general term because the pro- 
hibition: “You shall eat neither fat nor blood” (Leviticus 3:17), 
immediately precedes the halakhot of sin-offerings in the 
Torah. The Rosh suggests an alternative explanation, that 
his sin is particularly common. It could easily happen that 
a butcher would fail to remove all of the forbidden fats 
rom the animal, resulting in the consumer unintentionally 
violating the prohibition. Furthermore, once the fat has 
been removed from the animal it is difficult to distinguish 
between permitted and forbidden fats, and a person is 
herefore likely to eat the forbidden fat unwittingly, requir- 
ing him to bring a sin-offering. 


On account of seven matters, etc. — 3) 037 myaw by: 
n tractate Arakhin these seven matters are enumerated 
and derived from verses. They are: Evil speech, murder, an 
oath taken in vain, forbidden sexual relations, arrogance, 
robbery, and envy. 


HALAKHA 
Sin-offering of forbidden fat - abn nyn: Libations are 
not brought to accompany guilt-offerings and sin-offerings, 
with the exception of the sin-offering and guilt-offering of 
a leper. The Torah expressly instructs that these be accom- 
panied by libations (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HakKorbanot 2:2-3). 


LANGUAGE 

Decorative wreath [homer] - Wain: The text here reads: 
Homer, which is understood to mean a ring on which spices 
are hung. This indicates that the explanation provided is 
homiletical, adding additional ideas like a spice adds flavor. 
Some understood the word to be related to the term humra, 
meaning stringency. Rav Se’adya Gaon’s text reads: Homer, 
which he explains is derived from Aramaic and denotes 
a story. 
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And by right, it should have been the halakha that a sin-offering 
brought for transgression of a prohibition punishable by karet, 
e.g, consumption of forbidden fat, requires fine flour and 
libations of oil, and wine. Just as burnt-offerings and peace- 
offerings require these, a sin-offering should require them as well 
so that a sinner should not stand to gain by not having to pay 
for them. For what reason does it not require them? It is so 
that his offering will not be of superior quality. 


But the sin-offering of a leper® and his guilt-offering require 
libations, as they are not brought on account of a sin. The 
Gemara asks: Is that so? But didn’t Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani 
say that Rabbi Yonatan says: Leprosy comes on account of 
seven matters." Leprosy develops on account of sin, so by exten- 
sion the leper’s offerings are also brought on account of sin. The 
Gemara answers: There, from the time he contracts his leprosy 
he gains atonement for his sin through the plague of leprosy itself. 
Consequently, when he brings the offering, he brings it only 
in order to permit him to eat sacrificial food. 


The Gemara asks: If that is so, then the sin-offering ofa nazirite® 
should require libations, because it is not brought on account 
of a sin. The Gemara answers: Rabbi Shimon holds in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar HaKappar, who says: 
The nazirite is also a sinner, since he denies himself wine 
unnecessarily. 


The mishna states that Rabban Gamliel says: Just as her actions 
were the actions of an animal, so too, her offering is animal 
food. It is taught in a baraita that Rabban Gamliel said to the 
Sages: Scribes, permit me, and I will explain it as a type of 
decorative wreath [homer],‘i.e., an allegory. 


BACKGROUND 


The sin-offering of a leper — yrivia nxwn: The illness referred 
to in the Torah as tzara‘at is traditionally translated as leprosy, 
although it is not identical medically to that disease. The 
halakhot of leprosy are recorded in the book of Leviticus in the 
portions of Tazria and Metzora (see Leviticus chapters 13-14). 
In the Mishna, tractate Nega‘im deals exclusively with different 
types of leprosy. After a leper has been healed, he must follow 
a procedure established by the Torah (Leviticus 14:1-32), part 
of which, e.g., shaving his hair and cutting his fingernails, is 
performed outside the Temple. Afterward, the leper comes to 
the Temple with a lamb for a guilt-offering and a /og of oil for 
waving by the priest. After the sacrifice of the guilt-offering, the 
priest applies some of the animal's blood to the leper’s right 
earlobe, right thumb, and right big toe. Next, the priest takes 
some of the oil in his hand and sprinkles it seven times opposite 


the Holy of Holies. Some of the remaining oil is placed on the 
earlobe of the leper, his thumb, and his big toe. Finally, some of 
the remaining oil is placed on the head of the leper. When all 
this has been done, the leper sacrifices a lamb as a sin-offering 
and a second lamb as a burnt-offering. If he is poor he sacrifices 
a bird instead of a lamb for both offerings. 


The sin-offering of a nazirite — Y nyn: When a nazirite 
completes his term of naziriteship, he must bring one female 
lamb as a sin-offering, one male lamb as a burnt-offering, and 
a ram as a peace-offering (Numbers 6:13-21). He must shave 
his hair and burn it beneath the pot in which the meat of the 
peace-offering is cooked. After these offerings have been sac- 
rificed, his period as a nazirite ends, and he is no different from 
anyone else. The halakhot of the nazirite are discussed in the 
Talmud in tractate Nazir. 
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And why did Rabban Gamliel speak up? It was because he heard 
Rabbi Meir saying an alternative explanation: She fed him, i.e., 
her paramour, delicacies from around the world; therefore, her 
offering is animal food. Rabban Gamliel said to him: Your expla- 
nation works out well in the case of a rich sota, but with regard 
to a poor sota, who cannot afford such delicacies, what is there 
to say? Rather, the reason she brings an offering of animal food 
is: Just as her actions were the actions of an animal, so too her 
offering is animal food. 


MI S HN A The priest would bring an earthenware 


drinking vessel [peyalei]* and he would 
pour into it half a log" of water from the basin in the Temple. 
Rabbi Yehuda says: The priest would pour only a quarter-log of 
water. Just as Rabbi Yehuda minimizes the writing, as he requires 
that less be written on the scroll of the sota than do the Rabbis, so 
too he minimizes the amount of water to be taken from the basin 
for the erasing of the text. 


‘The priest would enter the Sanctuary and turn to his right." And 
there was a place there," on the Sanctuary floor, with an area of 
a cubit by a cubit, and a marble tablet [tavla]' was there, and a 
ring was fastened to the tablet to assist the priest when he would 
raise it. And the priest would take loose dust from underneath 
it and place the dust into the vessel with the water, so that the 
dust would be visible upon the water, as it is stated: “And the 
priest shall take holy water in an earthen vessel; and of the dust 
that is on the floor of the Tabernacle the priest shall take, and 
put it into the water” (Numbers 5:17). 


The S ht: I b h- 
GEM ARA e Sages taught tmust ea new eart 


enware vessel;" this is the statement of 
Rabbi Yishmael. The Gemara asks: What is the reasoning of 
Rabbi Yishmael? The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yishmael derives 
this by means of a verbal analogy between “vessel” in the case of 
the sota (Numbers 5:17) and “vessel” from the case of a leper 
(Leviticus 14:5). Just as there, with regard to the leper, a new" 
earthenware vessel is required, so too here, a new earthenware 
vessel is required. 


And there, with regard to the leper, from where do we derive that 
a new vessel is required? The Gemara answers: As it is written: 

“And he shall slaughter one of the birds in an earthen vessel over 
running water” (Leviticus 14:5). Just as running water has not 
been used beforehand for work, i.e., once used it is no longer 
considered to be running, so too the vessel must not have been 
used for work. 


The Gemara asks: If this verbal analogy is extended, then just as 
there, running water from a flowing spring is required, so too 
here, with regard the sota, running water from a spring should be 
required for the water of a sota. 


The Gemara answers: According to Rabbi Yishmael it is indeed 
so, as Rabbi Yohanan says: With regard to the water of the basin 
in the Temple Rabbi Yishmael says: It is collected from spring 
water. And the Rabbis say: It may also be from any other type 
of water" and need not be collected from spring water. 


The Gemara asks: The verbal analogy can be refuted: One cannot 
apply halakhot stated with regard to a leper to a sota, as what is 
unique about a leper is that he requires cedar wood, and the 
hyssop, and the scarlet wool for the performance of his purifi- 
cation ritual, and these are not required of the sota. Why, then, 
should a new vessel be required by the sota? 
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HALAKHA 


Would bring an earthenware vessel - Din by hyp Nan mT: 
An earthenware vessel is brought and a half a log ‘of water is 
poured into it for the sota to drink, in accordance with the opin- 
ion of the first tanna (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:9). 


He would enter the Sanctuary and turn to his right, etc. - 
^D wy maD bah D23): The priest would take the vessel and 
enter the Sanctuary. There was an area of one square cubit to 
the right of where he entered where there was a tablet and 
a ring affixed to it. The priest would raise the tablet and take 
dust from underneath it (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 
3:9—10). 


A new earthenware vessel - nwn Dain bw yp: The sota 
drinks from an earthenware cup that has never been used, in 
accordance with the statement of Rabbi Yishmael (Rambam 
Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:9). 


New - mwan: A new vessel must be used for the process 
of purifying the leper (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat 
Tzara‘at 11:1). 


From any other type of water — mia Wxwra: The water of the 
basin, which the priests use to purify their hands and feet, need 
not be spring water. It may be any water fit for use in a ritual 
bath, in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 5:12). 


LANGUAGE 

Drinking vessel [peyalei] - hyp: This refers to a phiale, from 
the Greek pian, fialé, and the Latin phiala, meaning a vessel 
used for cooking and drinking. The peyalei was made from 
clay, metal, or other materials, and was apparently shaped like 
a shallow pan. This is the Aramaic translation of the Hebrew 
ke‘arot (Exodus 25:29), which are among the vessels of the 
Temple. 


Phiale 


Tablet [tavla] — sbav: From the Latin tabula, probably via 
the Greek loanword Táßda, tabla, meaning a flat table-like 
surface. 


NOTES 


Half a log - ab »¥M: Rashi on Menahot 86a explains that this 
amount is known by oral tradition (see Griz there). However, 
Tosefot Yom Tov asserts that the tradition does not indicate a 
specific amount of water but rather demands that there be 
enough water to ensure that the scroll can be erased easily. 
Since Rabbi Yehuda requires less to be written on the scroll, he 
infers from the same tradition that less water is necessary (see 
Tosafot on Menahot 86a). 


And there was a place there - OW my Dipa: This spot was 
noticeably different from the rest of the floor of the Sanctuary 
(Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura). Although there were other tablets 
on the floor of the Sanctuary that could be raised, there was 
still a need for a designated tablet, as the Temple was built on 
rocky terrain, and not all of its tablets had dust beneath them. 
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NOTES 


Its exterior was blackened, etc. — 3) 99 23X0): 
Many commentaries discuss whether this halakha 
is only according to the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael, 
who requires the water of a sota to come from the 
spring water in the basin, or whether it is true even 
according to the opinion of the Rabbis (see Jeru- 
salem Talmud). Although the Rambam does not rule 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael 
requiring the water of a sota to be taken from the 
basin, he nevertheless rules that it is necessary to use 
a new earthenware vessel. Some explain that this is 
due to a textual variant in the mishna (see Melekhet 
Shlomo). According to others, the Rambam maintains 
that only halakhot concerning the vessel itself can 
be derived from the halakhot of the leper, but not 
halakhot concerning its contents. 

The commentaries also discuss whether blacken- 
ing caused by age, even in the absence of use, is 
sufficient to disqualify the vessel. 


Turn to his right, etc. - ^3) in m: Certain com- 
mentaries question the import of this requirement, 
as the tablet was located to the priest's right in any 
event (Beer Sheva). According to some, the reason 
that the tablet was deliberately placed in that spot 
was in order to require the priest to turn to his right 
(Yad HaMelekh; see Hiddushei Batra). 


All turns, etc. -= 151 ni95 bp: According to Rashi, the 
source for this principle is a midrash concerning the 
twelve oxen under Solomon's Sea in the First Temple, 
which teaches that they faced right. Others explain 
that this statement of the Gemara is not a binding 
halakha but a praiseworthy suggestion. 


BACKGROUND 

Tied...to his basket - inap ya Dran: This type 
of basket was normally woven from willow or date 
branches and was formed into various shapes. Often 
there were handles attached to these baskets to aid in 
carrying them when heavy. The baskets were some- 
times carried on one’s back, in which case one could 
stabilize the basket by tying items to the handles or 
hanging the basket over a wooden rod. 
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Rabba said: The verse cited in the mishna states: “And the priest 
shall take holy water in an earthen vessel” (Numbers 5:17). The 
Torah makes no prior mention of the need for the priest to bring 
with him an earthenware vessel. Therefore, the verse must mean 
that the water should be placed in the vessel that I have already 
told you about, i.e., the vessel used for the leper. 


Rava says: Even according to the opinion that a new vessel is not 

required, they taught that the earthenware vessel is taken only 
when its exterior was not blackened from usage. But if its exte- 
rior was blackened," then it is unfit for use by the sota. What is 

the reason for this? Its requirements are similar to those of water: 

Just as the water must be clear and unchanged in appearance, 
so too the vessel must be unchanged in appearance. 


Rava raised a dilemma: If the vessel’s exterior was blackened, and 
it was returned to the furnace" and became white again, what 
is the halakha? Do we say that once it has been disqualified, it 
is disqualified forever and can never be rendered fit for use? 
Or perhaps since it has returned to a white appearance it has 
returned to a state of fitness. 


Come and hear evidence from that which Rabbi Elazar says: If 
the leper tied the cedar wood, and the hyssop, and the scarlet 
wool for his purification to his basket? behind him, so as to carry 
it on his back, they are disqualified, since their form has changed. 
But there, after those items have been tied, they can be smoothed 
out again as if they had never been used, and still they are unfit. 
Evidently, after being disqualified an item cannot become fit again. 


The Gemara answers: There, the items are permanently unfit 
because they are peeled" due to tying and can never truly return 
to their original appearance. That case does not provide proof. 


The mishna states: The priest would enter the Sanctuary and turn 
to his right." The Gemara asks: What is the reason that he should 
do so? The Gemara responds: As the Master said: All turns" that 
you turn should be only to the right. 


The mishna continues: There was a place there, on the Sanctuary 
floor, with an area of a cubit by a cubit, and a marble tablet was 
there and a ring was fastened to the tablet so that it could be raised. 
When the priest would raise the tablet, he would take loose dust 
from underneath it and place the dust into the vessel with the 
water, so that the dust would be visible upon the water, as it is 
stated: “And the priest shall take holy water in an earthen vessel; 
and of the dust that is on the floor of the Tabernacle the priest shall 
take, and put it into the water” (Numbers 5:17). The Sages taught 
in a baraita: If the verse had stated only: “And of the dust that is 
on the floor,’ one might have thought that the priest could prepare 
the concoction from dust from outside the Sanctuary and bring 
it in afterward. 


HALAKHA 


Was blackened - 23%): The sota may not drink from an earth- 
enware vessel that appears aged, in accordance with the opinion 
of Rava (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:9). 


Returned to the furnace — WNT w323 sind Pir: A blackened 
earthenware vessel is considered new after emerging from a fur- 
nace. The Kesef Mishne questions why the Rambam rules leniently 
on this matter, given that the matter is not decided in the Gemara 
and the principle in cases of uncertainty with regard to Torah law 


is to be stringent. The Mishne LaMelekh suggests that the Rambam 
agrees with Tosafot, who claim that a blackened vessel is prohibited 
by rabbinic law. Therefore, one may be lenient in cases of uncer- 
tainty (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:9). 


Are peeled — abp bps: The cedar, hyssop, and scarlet wool 
used to purify a leper are disqualified if peeled, in accordance 
with the Gemara here (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat 
Tzara‘at 11:1). 
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Therefore, the verse states: “The dust that is on the floor of the 
Tabernacle,” indicating that the dust must be from inside the 
Sanctuary. If the verse had stated only: “On the floor of the 
Tabernacle,” one might have thought that the priest may dig with 
axes’ to loosen the dust there. Therefore, the verse states: “And of 
the dust that is on the floor of the Tabernacle,’ indicating that the 
dust must be lying there loosely. How so? If there is already loose 
earth there on the Sanctuary floor, bring it; if there is none there, 
then place loose dust there from elsewhere, and then pick it up and 
use it. 


It is taught in another baraita: The verse states: “And of the dust 
that is on the floor of the Tabernacle”; the fact that the verse does 
not explicitly state to take the dust from the floor of the Tabernacle 
teaches that the priest would prepare dust from outside’ and 
bring it into the Sanctuary. When the verse states: “The dust 
that is on the floor of the Tabernacle,” Isi ben Yehuda says that 
this phrase serves to include the floor of the Tabernacle when 
it stood in 


Shiloh, Nob, and Gibeon,"’ and also the Eternal House, i.e., the 
Temple in Jerusalem. The dust for the sota is still brought from the 
ground of the Sanctuary wherever it is located, even after the Jewish 
people are no longer in the wilderness. 


Isi ben Menahem says: There is no need to derive this halakha 

from the verse. It may be learned by an a fortiori inference: With 
regard to the prohibition against entering the Sanctuary in a state 

of impurity, a lenient matter for which there is no court-imposed 

capital punishment, the Torah does not differentiate. It is prohib- 
ited for an impure person to enter the Tabernacle no matter where 

it stands. Therefore, with regard to the impurity of a married 

woman, which is stringent and carries the penalty of strangulation, 
all the more so is it not clear that the Torah does not differentiate? 

The dust must be brought from the Sanctuary no matter where it 
stands. If so, what is the meaning when the verse states: “And of 
the dust that is on the floor of the Tabernacle”? It teaches that one 

should not bring dust from his own basket and place it directly 
into the water; he must first place it on the floor. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: If there is no dust there, 
what is the halakha? May one place ashes in the vessel instead? 
The Gemara responds: There is no need to raise the dilemma if 
one holds in accordance with the opinion of Beit Shammai, as 
they say: We never find ashes referred to as dust in the Torah. 


BACKGROUND 


Shiloh, Nob, and Gibeon - jiyan 312 how: Prior to the estab- 
lishment of the Temple in Jerusalem, the Jewish people erected 
the Tabernacle from the wilderness in Shiloh, located in the 
land of the tribe of Ephraim (see Judges 21:19). Shiloh is located 
about thirty-five km north of Jerusalem on the ancient moun- 


tain ridge road that crosses the country from north to south. 
The remaining foundations of the Tabernacle have been found, 
and a modern synagogue has been built commemorating it. 
After Shiloh was destroyed (see | Samuel, chapter 4), the Tab- 
ernacle was moved to Nob and then to Gibeon. 


BACKGROUND 


Ax [kardom] - nitip: Based on the description here and 
elsewhere, a kardom is the Roman dolabra, a two-sided 
implement. Its broader end was used for chopping, while its 
narrower side was used for hoeing or breaking. The narrow 
end was either bent, as depicted here, or straight. 


Roman dolabrae 


| NOTES © 

That he would prepare dust from outside - pon maw 
yanan: Rashi notes that since the verse does not state that 
the dust is from the floor of the Tabernacle, this teaches that 
the dust can be from elsewhere. The Tosefot HaRosh objects, 
as the verse clearly refers to the dust of the floor of the Tab- 
ernacle. He explains that the dust may originate elsewhere, 
and need not be taken initially from the floor of the Tab- 
ernacle, but it must be placed on the floor there and raised 
before being mixed with the water. 


— NOTES —— 
Shiloh, Nob, and Gibeon - ivan aia o: Rashi possessed a 

textual variant that refers only to the Temple in Jerusalem. He 
explains that Shiloh need not be included, as it was the home 
of the Tabernacle itself. Nob and Gibeon need not be included 

because they contained only the great altar, on which primar- 
ily communal offerings were brought. Since the meal-offering 

of a sota could not be brought there, they were not used for 
the sota ritual at all. However, according to Tosafot Nob and 

Gibeon should be included, as Isi ben Yehuda might hold 

that the sota ritual could be performed there (see also Meiri). 
According to Tosefot HaRosh, Shiloh should be included as 

well. Although the Tabernacle there was built on the basis of 
Tabernacle in the wilderness, there were also stone additions, 
and it was therefore distinct from the Tabernacle of the wilder- 
ness and needed to be included separately. 
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NOTES 


We do find ashes referred to as dust — 1pW 39% NID 
39%: Some commentaries mention that according to 
Rabbeinu Tam, even Beit Shammai hold that ashes 
from burnt wood are considered dust. They disagree 
with regard to other kinds of ashes. Others dispute this 
opinion (see Tosefot HaRash). 


Halakha supersedes [okevet] the verse - napiy aba 
xq: Rashi explains that okevet is derived from ekev, 
meaning heel, and connotes the dislodging of a heel 
from its grounding. According to the Arukh, okevet is 
related to the biblical word vayakeveini, meaning to sup- 
plant (Genesis 27:36). The most fitting definition appears 
to be that of the Meiri, who interprets okevet as being 
related to okefet, meaning to bypass. In this sense, the 
halakha bypasses the straightforward meaning of the 
verse and settles on a different meaning. 


The Torah states, razor, etc. — 1D) W03 TVN TAT: 
Rashi and other commentaries find the inclusion of this 
example difficult to understand. The halakha does not 
countermand the verse but merely adds ways in which 
a nazirite may not remove his hair. Rashi answers that 
according to the halakha, if the nazirite were to shave 
his hair without a razor he would be liable to receive 
lashes. However, as it is prohibited to administer lashes 
unlawfully, that halakha is therefore viewed as counter- 
manding the Torah. The Hiddushei Batra challenges this 
explanation, as there are numerous recorded cases in 
which the Sages sentenced a person to lashes due even 
to infractions of rabbinic law. Because of the difficulty 
with the case of the nazirite, it is understandable that 
Rashi prefers a textual variant of the Jerusalem Talmud 
that lists another case instead: According to the Torah, 
a Hebrew slave who foregoes his emancipation must 
have his ear pierced with an awl; the halakha is that the 
ear may be pierced with anything. 


Consider this as well — »x7 23 sion: The early com- 
mentaries disagree as to whether one might answer 
simply that Rabbi Yishmael agrees with the opinion of 
Beit Shammai that ashes are not considered dust (see 
Tosafot and Tosefot HaRosh). 
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When you raise the dilemma, it is in accordance with the opinion 
of Beit Hillel, who say: We do find ashes referred to as dust" in 
the context of the red heifer (Numbers 19:17). They likewise hold 
that ashes may also be used instead of dust to cover the blood of a 
slaughtered bird or undomesticated animal (see Leviticus 17:13). 
What is the halakha here, with regard to the water of a sota? May 
ashes replace dust? Although elsewhere ashes may be referred to 
as dust, here it is written: “On the floor of the Tabernacle,” indi- 
cating that dust in particular is required, since dust comes from the 
ground. Or perhaps the phrase “on the floor of the Tabernacle” 
comes only to teach that the halakha is in accordance with the 
teaching of Isi ben Yehuda or in accordance with the teaching of 
Isi ben Menahem. If so, perhaps ashes are acceptable as well. 


Come and hear evidence from that which Rabbi Yohanan says 
in the name of Rabbi Yishmael: In three instances the halakha 
supersedes the verse," i.e., the tradition alters the straightforward 
meaning of the verse. 


The Torah states: “And whatsoever man... that takes in hunting any 
beast or fowl that may be eaten, he shall pour out the blood thereof, 
and cover it in dust” (Leviticus 17:13), but the halakha is that the 
blood may be covered in anything" similar to dust. The Torah 
states with regard to the nazirite: “All the days of his vow of nazirite- 
ship there shall be no razor" come upon his head” (Numbers 6:5), 
but the halakha is that the nazirite may not remove his hair with 
anything." The Torah states: “That he writes her a bill [sefer] of 
divorce” (Deuteronomy 24:1). The word sefer denotes a scroll, but 
the halakha is that the husband may inscribe the bill of divorce 
on anything" that is detached from the ground and suitable to be 
written upon, not only ona scroll. 


And ifit is so that ashes may be placed in the water of a sota despite 
the verse’s stipulation of dust, consider this fourth case as well" to 
be a halakha that supersedes the verse. Since it is omitted from 
Rabbi Yishmael’s statement, it seems that ashes may not be used. 


The Gemara responds: Rabbi Yishmael taught some cases and 
omitted others; his list is not exhaustive. The Gemara asks: What 
else did he omit that he omitted this? It is not reasonable that he 
would provide a list lacking only one item. The Gemara answers: 
He omitted the leper, as it is taught in a baraita (Tosefta, Nega’im 
1:9): In the verse: “And it shall be on the seventh day, that he shall 
shave off all his hair” (Leviticus 14:9), the phrase “all his hair” is a 
generalization. The phrase that follows: “His head and his beard 
and his eyebrows,” is a detail. And with the following phrase: 
“Even all his hair he shall shave off,” the verse then generalized 
again. In any case of a generalization, and a detail, and a general- 
ization, you may deduce that the verse is referring only to items 
similar to the detail. Just as the detail is explicitly referring to 
areas where there is a collection of hair which is visible, so too all 
areas on the leper that have a collection of hair which is visible 
must be shaven. 


To what otherwise excluded case does this baraita extend the 
halakha? It extends the halakha of hair to include pubic hair. What 
does the baraita exclude? It excludes armpit hair, which is not 
visible, and body hair that is not collected. This is the straight- 
forward meaning of the verse. 


In dust, but the halakha is in anything - 134 boa mm aya: 
Although the verse states that one must cover “the blood of a 
slaughtered animal with dust, it may be covered with any sub- 
stance used for growing seeds, or with any substance called dust, 
including eroded gold and ashes (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Shehita 14:1-13; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 28:23). 


Razor, but the halakha is with anything - 


HALAKHA 


his hairs, with a razor or with scissors, (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 5:11). 


A bill of divorce, but the halakha is on anything - mm 2D 
337 boa: It is permitted to write a bill of divorce on any item 
detached from the ground that is suitable to be written upon 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Geirushin 4:2-3; Shulhan Arukh, 


boa mbm wna Even HaEzer 1241-2). 


31: A nazirite is liable to receive lashes if he cuts even one of 
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And yet the halakha is: The leper shaves like a gourd," i.e., his 
entire body must be shaved. As we learned in a mishna (Nega’im 
14:2): When the priest comes to shave the leper, he passes a razor 
over all of his flesh. And in the latter clause, the mishna teaches: 
On the seventh day he shaves the leper again. The second shaving 
is just like the first shaving." The verse previously analyzed is 
referring to the second shaving, and its straightforward meaning is 
that not all of the leper’s flesh needs to be shaved. However, the 
mishna states that the leper must shave all of his flesh in the second 
shaving as well. This is another instance where the halakha super- 
sedes the straightforward meaning of the verse, yet it is omitted 
from Rabbi Yishmaels list. 


Rabbi Nahman bar Yitzhak said: Rabbi Yishmael consciously 
omitted the halakha of the leper because he counted only instances 
where the halakha supersedes the straightforward meaning of the 
verse. This halakha of the leper, however, is an instance where the 
halakha supersedes only an exegetical interpretation of the Sages. 


Rav Pappa said: Rabbi Yishmael counted only cases where the 
halakha both supersedes and uproots the straightforward mean- 
ing of the verse. This, however, is an instance where the halakha 
supersedes and adds. The halakha does not overrule the verse but 
rather adds an additional requirement, i.e., that the whole body 
must be shaved. 


Rav Ashi said: This baraita, which teaches that only certain parts 
of the body must be shaved, is in accordance with whose opinion? 
It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael, who inter- 
prets verses by means of the principle of generalizations and 
details. According to this interpretation, only collected areas of 
hair that are visible must be shaven. 


By contrast, the mishna states that the leper must be shaven like a 
gourd. In accordance with whose opinion is this? It is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, who interprets verses by 
means of the principle of amplifications and restrictions." As it 
is taught in a baraita: In the verse: “And it shall be on the seventh 
day, that he shall shave off all his hair,’ the phrase “all his hair” is 
an amplification. The phrase that follows: “His head and his beard 
and his eyebrows,’ is a restriction. In the final phrase: “Even all 
his hair he shall shave off,” the verse then amplified again. The 
verse is therefore an instance of amplification and restriction and 
amplification, which includes everything. 


What does it include? It includes the hair of all of the body. What 
does it nevertheless exclude? It excludes nose hairs," which do 
not need to be shaved. Since the mishna presents only the opinion 
of Rabbi Akiva, it poses no challenge to Rabbi Yishmael’s list. 


The Gemara asks: What conclusion was reached about it," i.e., 
whether ashes may be used instead of dust for the water of the 
sota? Come and hear evidence from that which Rav Huna bar 
Ashi says that Rav says: If there is no dust available for the sota 
water, the priest brings decomposed vegetable matter," and he 
consecrates" the water with it. This indicates that it is permitted to 
substitute other substances for dust. 


HALAKHA 


It excludes nose hairs - ovina ginaw www wy: When the 
priest shaves the leper's hairs he does not shave the hair in his 
nostrils, since it is not visible (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat 


Tzara‘at 11:1). 


Brings decomposed vegetable matter - p} mHIP NIA: If 
no dust is available, one may place decomposed vegetables in 
the water of a sota because they are like dust, in accordance with 
the statement of Rav (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:12). 


HALAKHA 
Shaves like a gourd -nyy riba: After the leper has 
been purified by the ritual of the two birds, the priest 
shaves off all his body hair, including his pubic and 
armpit hair, leaving him smooth as a gourd (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 11:1). 


The second shaving is like the first shaving — nan 
MiV ngana maw: Seven days after the initial 
purification of the leper, the priest shaves him again 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 11:2). 


NOTES 

Amplifications and restrictions — pyr) 190: The 
hermeneutic principle of amplifications and restric- 
tions and that of generalizations and details are simi- 
lar in their applications. Both methods are applied to 
biblical verses in which there is a general statement 
followed by specific examples of the same halakha. 
They differ, however, in the hermeneutic weight 
afforded to the specific detail or restrictive phrase. The 
principle of generalizations and details interprets the 
detail mentioned in the verse as limiting the entire 
application of the rule to like cases. In this instance, 
the detail indicates that only visible collections of hair 
need to be shaved. The method of amplification and 
restriction, however, treats the restrictive phrase only 
as an indication that certain extreme cases should be 
excluded. In this case, the restrictive phrase comes 
only to exclude nose hair. 


What conclusion was reached about it - aby NTN: 
This phrase is used when the discussion has addressed 
comparable cases to the issue at hand but has not 
yet offered a definitive answer to the original query 
(see Tosafot). 


And he consecrates — w1: The water of a sota is not 
truly consecrated. Rashi explains that the decomposed 
vegetables may be placed in the water only after hav- 
ing been placed on the Temple floor. According to this 
explanation, the word consecrates means to connect 
the mixture to the Temple by means of its dust. 
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HALAKHA 
Ashes will not become dust - 39% x11 xb 39%: One 
may not place ashes in the water of a sota, in accor- 
dance with the conclusion of the Gemara (Rambam Sefer 
Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:12). 


The dust of the sota - myi 39X: Enough dust must be 
placed in the water of a sota for the dust to be visible in 
it (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:10). 


The ashes of the red heifer — 7115 39%: Enough ashes 
must be placed in the waters of purification for them to 
be visible in the mixture (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Para Aduma 931). 


The spittle of a yevama - myx pid: The spittle of a 
yevama must be visible to the judges who oversee the 
halitza ritual (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum 4:7; 
Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 169:38). 


That the blood of the bird will be recognizable within 
it -17232299 DAW: For the purification process of the 
leper, a quarter-log of water is brought, and the blood 
of the bird must be recognizable in it (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 11:1). 
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measure of dust or ashesi must be added so that they will not 
immediately disappear in the water. Although the dust will 
inevitably settle, it should initially be visible. With regard to 


NOTES 


The Gemara responds: But that is not so. Decomposed vegetable 
matter is permitted because it will become dust, but ashes will not 
become dust.” 


§ The mishna states: He would take loose dust from underneath the 
tablet and place it into the vessel with the water, so that the dust 
would be visible upon the water. The Sages taught (Tosefta 1:8): 
Three items are required to be seen:" The dust of the sota" must be 
visible in the water, the ashes of the red heifer" must be visible when 
placed in the waters of purification, and the spittle of a woman 
whose husband, who has a brother, died childless [ yevama]" must 
be visible. The yavam, brother-in-law of the yevama, is bound by 
Torah law to marry her, and this bond is dissolved through the ritual 
of halitza, in which she spits before him in the presence of judges. In 
the name of Rabbi Yishmael they said: Even the blood of the bird 
used in a leper’s purification ritual is required to be visible in the 
vessel. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reasoning of Rabbi Yishmael? As it 
is written with regard to the process of the purification of a leper: 
“And he shall take the cedar wood, and the hyssop, and the scarlet, 
and the living bird, and dip them in the blood of the slain bird, and 
in the running water” (Leviticus 14:51). And it is taught in a baraita: 
Had the verse stated only the phrase “in the blood,” one might 
have thought that these items must be dipped only in the blood 
and should not be dipped in the water at all. Therefore, the verse 
also states: “In the running water.” If the verse had stated only the 
phrase “in the running water,’ one might have thought they should 
be dipped only in the water and not be dipped in the blood at all. 
Therefore, the verse also states: “In the blood.” How can these texts 
be reconciled? One must bring little enough water so that the blood 
of the bird will still be recognizable" within it." And how much 
water is this? It is a quarter-log. 


And the Rabbis, who do not require that the blood of the bird be 
visible in the water, how do they understand the verse? That verse is 
necessary for its own sake, as this is what the Merciful One is say- 
ing: Dip the objects both in blood and in water together. The blood 
need not be visible. 


And why does Rabbi Yishmael reject this straightforward under- 
standing of the verse? It is because if this understanding were so, then 
the Merciful One should have written simply: And dip in them, i.e., 
dip the cedar wood, hyssop, scarlet wool, and live bird in the blood 
and water, as the blood and water have already been mentioned 
beforehand. Why do I need the verse to list explicitly: “And dip them 
in the blood of the slain bird, and in the running water”? This is to 
teach that the blood must be recognizable in the water. 


And what would the Rabbis respond to this? If the Merciful One 
had written simply: And dip in them, then I would say the items 
should be dipped in this liquid separately and in that liquid sepa- 
rately. Therefore, the Merciful One writes: “And dip them in the 
blood of the slain bird, and in the running water,” to teach that one 
must mix them together. 


And from where does Rabbi Yishmael derive that one must mix 
them together? Another verse is written: “And he shall slaughter 
one of the birds in an earthen vessel over running water” (Leviticus 
14:50). This indicates that the blood of the bird must fall directly into 
the water below, and the blood and the water will become mixed 
together. 


blood (Devar Shaul). 


the spittle of the yevama, the term refers not to a requisite 


102 SOTA: PEREK II: 16B: 1047/3 15 


amount of spittle; rather, it means that it must be spat visibly. 
The blood of the leper's bird must merely be recognizable in 
the water; there is no requirement of a specific measure of 


So that the blood of the bird will still be recognizable - o1w 
332 19%: This does not mean merely that a red color should 
be recognizable in the water; that would occur even in a large 
amount of water. Rather, the blood should be recognizable as 
blood (Devar Shaul: see Tosafot). 
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And why do the Rabbis not learn it from that verse? If one were to 
learn it from that verse, I would say that one should slaughter the 
bird adjacent to the vessel holding the water, and one should grasp 
the opened veins" to ensure that no blood escapes immediately 
and then collect the blood in a different vessel. The blood and 
water would therefore be in separate vessels. Therefore, this first 
verse teaches us that the blood and water must be mixed together. 


Rabbi Yirmeya raised a dilemma before Rabbi Zeira: If the bird 
is big and contains such a large amount of blood that it effaces the 
water, rendering it indistinguishable, or if the bird is small and 
contains so little blood that its blood is effaced due to the water 
and indistinguishable, what is the halakha? 


Rabbi Zeira said to him: Haven't I told you not to take yourself" 
out of the bounds of the practical halakha? Do not ask questions 
about impossible eventualities. The Sages measured the ratio of 
blood to water specifically with regard to a sparrow.’ There is no 
sparrow big enough to efface the water, nor is there one small 
enough to be effaced due to the water. 


§ The Rabbis taught (Tosefta, Para 6:6): If one places the dust 
in the vessel before the water," the mixture is unfit; but Rabbi 
Shimon deems it fit. The Gemara asks: What is the reasoning of 
Rabbi Shimon? 


It is as it is written with regard to the red heifer: “And for the 

unclean they shall take of the dust of the burning of the purifi- 
cation from sin, and running water shall be put thereto in a vessel” 
(Numbers 19:17). And it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon 

said: Is it dust [afar] that is taken? But isn’t it really ashes [efer]? 

Evidently the Torah altered its usage’ and referred to ashes as dust 

in order to derive a verbal analogy from it. Dust is stated in the 

verse here, and dust is stated there, with regard to the sota. Just 

as there, with regard to the sota, the verse teaches that the dust 

must be placed on top of water, so too here, with regard to the red 

heifer, one learns that the dust, i.e., ashes, must be placed on top 

of the water. 


And likewise, just as here, with regard to the red heifer, if one 
places the dust in the vessel before the water, it is fit after the fact, 
so too there, with regard to the sota, if one places the dust in the 
vessel before the water, it is fit. 


The Gemara asks: And there, with regard to the red heifer, from 
where do we derive that the mixture is fit even if the dust is placed 
first? Two phrases are written in the verse. It is written that the 
water must be put: “Thereto.” Therefore, apparently, the ashes 
should be placed first. And it is written that the running water 
must be placed: “In a vessel.” Apparently, the water should be 
placed in the vessel first, while it is still empty. How can these texts 
be reconciled? If he desires" to place the water first he places it, 
and if he desires to place the ash first he places it. 


And how do the Rabbis, who deem the mixture unfit, interpret the 
verse? The verse states: “In a vessel,” specifically. The water must 
be placed first. When the verse states: “Thereto,” it teaches only 
that it is required to mix the ashes with the water. 


Places the dust before the water - ond spy IPI: If the dust is 
placed in the vessel before the water, the mixture is disqualified 
for the sota ritual, in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:12). 


In a vessel - bp by: When preparing the purifying waters of 


HALAKHA 


the red heifer, one must first place the water in a vessel and 
then place ashes upon it, in accordance with the opinion of 
the Rabbis. If one reversed the order the mixture is unfit. The 
verse, which states: “In a vessel,” is understood to mean that 
one must mix the ashes in the water (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Para Aduma 9:1). 


_ NOTES — 
Grasp the veins - pom PYN: In slaughtering birds 
it is sufficient to cut either the windpipe or the gullet. It is 
therefore possible to leave the veins intact, even though it 
is proper ab initio to cut them as well (see, e.g., Rabbi David 
Luria and Minha Hareva). This explains the case described 
in the Gemara here, where the bird is slaughtered next to 
one vessel and bleeds into a different vessel. 


Not to take yourself - wai pan xd: This is a reference to 
Rabbi Yirmeya's frequent practice of raising questions about 
borderline issues in halakha, particularly with regard to the 
limits of legal measurements. See Bava Batra 23b, which 
relates that on one occasion he was evicted from the study 
hall for raising a question of this type. According to the Ritva, 
Rabbi Zeira holds that although measures must be clearly 
defined, one should not raise objections from borderline 
cases, since there is no end to such questions. 


The Torah altered its usage — ipanwna ant mVY: Beit 
Hillel conclude from this verse that ashes may be used 
in place of dust for the mitzva of covering blood. Still, the 
terminology of the verse is unique and teaches this verbal 
analogy as well (Josefot HaRash). 


If he desires, etc. — 1317187; Tosefot HaRosh assert that this 
is nota halakhic prescription. It means that had there been 
only two phrases, then one could decide based on personal 
preference. However, in fact the verbal analogy cited earlier 
teaches the proper order. 


BACKGROUND 


Sparrow — i171 19%: The sparrow, Passer domesticus, is 
one of the most common birds and can be found in almost 
every place where people live. It is brown-gray in color, 
and the males have a black spot on their necks. Sparrows 
can grow up to 14 cm long. Although they live alongside 
humans, they cannot be tamed. The Gemara (Beitza 24a) 
itself says that sparrows do not accept human authority and 
evade capture even in a house. In a temperate climate they 
lay eggs a few times a year. Although the chicks mature 
quickly, reaching full size after two to three weeks, the 
parents continue to care for them for some time. 


Male house sparrow 


Female house sparrow 
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The Gemara asks: But one could just as easily say the opposite: 

“Thereto” should be understood specifically, and the ashes must be 
placed first. The phrase “running water shall be put...in a vessel,” 
should indicate only that the water must run directly into the vessel 
and that it may not be brought from the spring by means of another 
vessel. 


The Gemara answers: Just as we find in every instance that the 
facilitating item goes above the primary item, e.g., in the case ofa 
sota the dust goes on top of the water, so too here, in the case of 
the red heifer, the facilitating item must go above the primary item. 
The water must be placed first, and only then the ashes. 


When the priest comes to write" the scroll 
MISHNA ae 


of the sota that is to be placed in the water, 
from what place in the Torah passage concerning the sota (Numbers 
5:11-31) does he write?" 


He starts from the verse: “If no man has lain with you, and if you 
have not gone astray to defilement while under your husband, you 
shall be free from this water of bitterness that causes the curse” 
(Numbers 5:19); and continues: “But if you have gone astray while 
under your husband, and if you are defiled, and some man has lain 
with you besides your husband” (Numbers 5:20). 


And then he does not write the beginning of the following verse, 
which states: “Then the priest shall cause the woman to swear 

with the oath of cursing, and the priest shall say to the woman” 
(Numbers 5:21), but he does write the oath recorded in the continu- 
ation of the verse: “The Lord shall make you a curse and an oath 

among your people when the Lord will cause your thigh to fall 

away, and your belly to swell. And this water that causes the curse 

shall go into your bowels, and cause your belly to swell, and your 

thigh to fall away” (Numbers 5:21-22); but he does not write the 

conclusion of the verse: “And the woman shall say: Amen, amen” 
(Numbers 5:22). 


Rabbi Yosei says: He does not interrupt the verses but rather writes 
the entire passage without any omissions. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: He writes nothing other than curses recorded 
in the final verses cited above: “The Lord shall make you a curse 
and an oath among your people when the Lord will cause your thigh 
to fall away, and your belly to swell. And this water that causes the 
curse shall go into your bowels, and cause your belly to swell, and 
your thigh to fall away.’ And he does not write the conclusion of the 
verse: “And the woman shall say: Amen, amen.” 


re E M ARA With regard to what issue do the Sages 


in the mishna disagree? What is the source 
of their disagreement? They disagree concerning the proper inter- 
pretation of the verse: “And the priest shall write these [ha’eleh] 
curses [et ha'alot] in a scroll” (Numbers 5:23). 


From what place does he write - ania x17 Dipa mpya: The 
priest writes the scroll of the sota from the verse: “If no man 
has lain with you, and if you have not gone astray to defilement 
while under your husband, you shall be free from this water of 
bitterness that causes the curse” (Numbers 5:19); and continues: 
“But if you have gone astray while under your husband, and if 
you are defiled, and some man has lain with you besides your 
husband” (Numbers 5:20). And then he skips the beginning of 
he verse that follows: “Then the priest shall cause the woman 
o swear with the oath of cursing, and the priest shall say to the 


HALAKHA 


woman” (Numbers 5:21). But he does write the oath recorded 
in the continuation: “The Lord shall make you a curse and an 
oath among your people, when the Lord will cause your thigh 
to fall away, and your belly to swell. And this water that causes 
the curse shall go into your bowels, and cause your belly to 
swell, and your thigh to fall away” (Numbers 5:21-22). But he 
does not write the conclusion of the verse: “And the woman 
shall say: Amen, amen” (Numbers 5:22), in accordance with 
the first tanna of the mishna (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot 
Sota 3:8). 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


jong miby - mide ap yy N 
nana nisan nibp niab- mibg 
monaw nibbp neni maby” mista 
mbapr. ming pip - nye” min 

Jars 


niab- ny” Map Tay 2p an 
ibam mixny 


wort xd DAN NDT) 


amb wo mya TA sa van 
nary - mbgy jena nby- mibg” 
- aby DIE NIN nixa nibsp 
-'rbyn" min mena nid oun 
ambapy nisms ya) 


AVA AVIA "TT RT RY RA PID IN 


PAD DYT "TT NNT KIW KD 


PIET KADI — KADIT PT” 
KOIA - KIYAT WAI 


mars ax) ban peat mh ov xm 
nat wai 


IND "PIT" DM D1 WK 


TPID — ADL TON] WN NPP DWT 
JLK wx -191 Kb a 


Rabbi Meir, the first tanna of the mishna, reasons: The word 
“alot,” curses, is referring to actual curses. The prefix ha, mean- 
ing: The, in the word “ha‘alot” serves to include curses that 
come on account of the blessings, i.e., the curses that are 
inferred from the phrase: “You shall be free from this water of 
bitterness that causes the curse” (5:19). The word “eleh,” meaning 
these, is a limiting term that serves to exclude the long list of 
curses that are recorded in Mishne Torah," the book of Deuter- 
onomy (chapter 28). Although these curses are also referred to 
as “alot,” the priest does not write them. The addition of the 
definite article in the word “ha’eleh” serves to exclude the 
commands recorded in the sota passage and the acceptances 
by the word “amen” recorded there as well. The priest need not 
write these sections of the passage. 


And Rabbi Yosei interprets it: It would all be as you, Rabbi Meir, 

said; however, the additional word “et” in the verse amplifies 
its scope. It serves to include both commands and acceptances, 
as they must be written in the scroll as well. 


And why does Rabbi Meir disagree? As a rule, he does not 
interpret the additional word et as amplifying a verse’s scope. 


And as for Rabbi Yehuda, he interprets all of the terms in the 
verse as exclusionary: The word “alot” is referring specifically 
to the actual curses recorded in the verses. The definite article 
in the word “ha‘alot” serves to exclude curses that come on 
account of blessings. The word “eleh” serves to exclude the 
curses recorded in the Mishne Torah. And the definite article 
in the word “ha’eleh” serves to exclude the commands and 
acceptances recorded in the verses. 


The Gemara asks: But according to Rabbi Meir, what is differ- 
ent about this letter heh at the beginning of the word “ha‘alot” 
such that it amplifies the halakha to include curses that come 
on account of the blessings, and what is different about that 
letter heh in the word “ha'eleh” such that it excludes the com- 
mands and acceptances by the word “amen”? Why should one 
amplify while the other excludes? 


The Gemara answers: The letter heh when written near an 
amplifier is an amplifier. The word “alot” itself amplifies the 
halakha, and the definite article extends that amplification; and 
a heh when written near a restrictor is a restrictor. The word 


“eleh” itself restricts the halakha, and the definite article before it 


extends that restriction. 


The Gemara asks: But Rabbi Meir does not accept the principle 
that from a negative statement you can infer a positive state- 
ment. Whatis to be gained by writing the blessings if one cannot 
infer the curses from them? 


Rabbi Tanhum says: It is written: “If no man has lain with 
you... you shall be free [hinnaki]” (Numbers 5:19)." The word 


“hinnaki” should be interpreted as if it were in fact hinnaki, mean- 


ing: You shall choke. When read with the beginning of the next 
verse, it then forms the sentence: You shall choke... if you have 
gone astray while under your husband. Therefore, Rabbi Meir 
understands the blessings themselves to have a dimension of 
a curse. 


§ Rabbi Akiva taught: Ifa man [ish] and woman [isha] merit 
reward through a faithful marriage, the Divine Presence rests 
between them. The words ish and isha are almost identical; the 
difference between them is the middle letter yod in ish, and 
the final letter heh in isha. These two letters can be joined to form 
the name of God spelled yod, heh. But if due to licentiousness 
they do not merit reward, the Divine Presence departs, leaving 
in each word only the letters alef and shin, which spell esh, fire. 
Therefore, fire consumes them." 


NOTES 


Curses in Mishne Torah - min mwnaw nidop: There is 
also a long list of curses recorded in Leviticus, However, 
no verse is needed to exclude it, since the curses there 
are written in the plural and directed to the people as a 


w 
h 


al 


hole, whereas the ones in Deuteronomy are written in 
e singular (Tosefot HaRash; Tosefot HaRosh). From the 
commentaries of Rashi and the Meiri, however, it seems 
hat they had an alternate text that reads: To exclude 
the curses in the Torah, including those in Leviticus. 


You shall be free [hinnaki] — #371: A number of explana- 
ons have been given for the significance of this phrase. 
ost understand that the word hinnaki resembles hinnaki, 
aken to mean: You shall choke. The word is therefore a 
hint that if she is in fact guilty she will die a terrible death. 
The Sefat Emet adds that the phrase: You shall be free, 
indicates that there are additional curses not explicit in 
he verse from which the sota will be saved only if she 
is innocent. 


Fire consumes them — mhix wr: A number of com- 
mentaries explain that this refers to the fire of discord, 
which appears as a result of the departure of the Divine 
Presence and leads to disputes between the couple (see, 
e.g., lyyun Ya'akov). According to the Halakhot Gedolot, 
however, the consuming fire is the evil inclinations of 
the couple. 
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NOTES 


And the fire that consumes the woman is stronger - TAXT 
arty: According to the lyyun Ya'akov, this means that the 
fire that consumes the woman expiates her sins more than 
that of the man. This is because from the time of Eve's curse, 
a woman undergoes much physical suffering through men- 
struation, pregnancy, and childbirth. This suffering serves as 
an additional expiating force. 


Dust for the sota - mind spy: In the Jerusalem Talmud the 
symbolism of the scroll of the sota, the dust, and the water is 
explained. The dust alludes to death, while the water alludes 
to the beginning of one's formation. The scroll represents the 
accounting one must provide before God. These are the three 
elements that one must contemplate so as to avoid sin, as 
stated in the mishna in tractate Avot (3:1): Know from where 
you come, and to where you are going, and before Whom you 
will have to give an accounting. 


As reward for that which our Patriarch Abraham said, etc. — 
DPA OTK VRY Tawa: Abraham's statement displayed 
his modesty; the Divine Presence rests with those who are 
modest. God provided mitzvot that ensure that the Divine 
Presence rests among the Jewish people. These mitzvot help 
eradicate impurity and adultery, both of which banish the 
Divine Presence (/yyun Ya'akov). 


BACKGROUND 


Sky-blue wool [tekhelet] - nhan: The Torah mentions the 
color tekhelet in many situations, and the word refers specifi- 
cally to the dye from which the color is made. Various discus- 
sions in the Gemara make it clear that the blue dye of the 
tekhelet was extracted from a living creature called a hilazon. 
Because of the many passages that describe the hilazon, it is 
difficult to identify one particular animal that meets all of the 
criteria, and there are many different opinions with regard to 
its classification. Already during talmudic times the use of 
tekhelet became a rarity, and soon its true source was forgot- 
ten. In recent generations there have been efforts to identify 
the hilazon and to resume use of the dye. Various suggestions 
have been made as to the identity of the hilazon, including 
the common cuttlefish and the raft snail. Today, many are of 
the opinion that the hilazon is the snail Murex trunculus, which 
is found on the shores of the Mediterranean Sea in the north 
of Israel. This creature has a unique liquid dye, which, when 
mixed with other materials, produces the blue tekhelet color 
described in the Torah. 

The Torah (Numbers 15:38) delineates a positive mitzva to 
use wool that is dyed with this color for ritual fringes. One of 
the four threads of the fringes must be dyed with this blue 
dye, and it is wound around the other threads. However, one 
can fulfill the mitzva to wear fringes even if the threads are 
not dyed, and today most ritual fringes are made without 
the dyed thread. 


Murex 
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Rava said: And the fire that consumes the woman is stronger" 
and more immediate than that which consumes the man. What is 
the reason for this? The letters alef and shin in the word isha are 
adjacent, joined together, but in the word ish they are not joined, 
as the letter yod is written between them. 


Additionally, Rava says: For what reason did the Torah say: Bring 
dust for the sota?" It is because if she merits to be proven faith- 
ful after drinking the water of the sota, a child like our Patriarch 
Abraham will emerge from her, as it is written with regard to 
Abraham that he said: “I am but dust and ashes” (Genesis 18:27). 
But if she does not merit to be proven faithful after drinking the 
water of the sota, she shall die and return to her dust, the soil from 
which mankind was formed. 


And Rava further taught: As reward for that which our Patriarch 
Abraham said:" “And I am but dust and ashes” (Genesis 18:27), 
his children merited two mitzvot: The ashes of the red heifer 
(see Numbers, chapter 19) and the dust of the sota. 


The Gemara asks: But there is also another mitzva involving 
dust: The dust used for covering the blood of a slaughtered 
undomesticated animal or fowl (see Leviticus 17:13). 


The Gemara answers: There, the dust does serve as an accessory 
to the mitzva of covering the blood, but there is no benefit 
imparted by it. It occurs after the animal has been slaughtered and 
does not itself render the meat fit for consumption. 


Rava further taught: As reward for that which our Patriarch 
Abraham said to the king of Sodom: “That I will not take a thread 
nor a shoe strap nor anything that is yours” (Genesis 14:23), 
distancing himself from anything not rightfully his, his children 
merited two mitzvot: The thread of sky-blue wool’ worn on ritual 
fringes and the strap of phylacteries. 


The Gemara asks: Granted, the strap of the phylacteries impart 
benefit, as it is written: “And all the peoples of the earth shall 
see that the name of the Lord is called upon you; and they 
shall be afraid of you” (Deuteronomy 28:10). And it is taught in a 
baraita that Rabbi Eliezer the Great says: This is a reference to 
the phylacteries of the head, upon which the name of God is 
written. Phylacteries therefore impart the splendor and grandeur 
of God and are a fit reward. 


Common cuttlefish 
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But what is the benefit imparted by the thread of sky-blue 
wool? The Gemara answers: As it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi 
Meir would say: What is different about sky-blue from all other 
colors such that it was specified for the mitzva of ritual fringes? 


It is because sky-blue dye is similar in its color to the sea, and 
the sea is similar to the sky, and the sky is similar to the Throne 
of Glory, as it is stated: “And they saw the God of Israel; and 
there was under His feet the like of a paved work of sapphire 
stone, and the like of the very heaven for clearness” (Exodus 
24:10). This verse shows that the heavens are similar to sapphire, 
and it is written: “And above the firmament that was over their 
heads was the likeness of a throne, as the appearance of a 
sapphire stone” (Ezekiel 1:26). Therefore, the throne is similar 
to the heavens. The color of sky blue dye acts as an indication of 
the bond between the Jewish people and the Divine Presence. 


‘The priest d ite th Il of 
MISHNA e priest does not write t aes o 


the sota upon a wooden tablet," and not 
upon paper made from grass, and not upon 


diftera,' a hide that is only partially processed, as it is salted and 
treated with flour but not gallnuts; rather, it must be written only 
ona scroll of parchment, as it is stated: “And the priest shall write 
these curses in a scroll” (Numbers 5:23)." 


And the scribe may not write with gum [komos],'" and not 
with copper sulfate [kankantom],' nor with any substance 
that makes a mark and cannot be completely erased, but only 
with ink" made from soot, as it is stated in the continuation of 
the same verse: “And he shall blot them out into the water of 
bitterness” (Numbers 5:23). This indicates that the scroll must 
be written with a writing that can be erased in water. 


GEMARA Rava says: A scroll of a sota that one 


wrote at night" is unfit. What is the rea- 
son for this? It is derived by verbal analogy between one instance 
of the word “law” and another instance of the word “law.” It is 
written here, with regard to a sota: “And the priest shall execute 
upon her all this law” (Numbers 5:30), and it is written there, 
with regard to judgment: “According to the law, which they 
shall teach you, and according to the judgment, which they 
shall tell you” (Deuteronomy 17:11). Just as judgment may be 
done only by day, so too the scroll of a sota may be written 
only by day. 


On a scroll [megilla].. 


indicates that one must write with ink. 


„in a scroll [sefer] - 3992.. aban by: 
Rashi explains elsewhere (Eiruvin 15b) that whenever the Torah 
refers to a written object as a sefer it means a scroll [megilla]. This 
can be seen in Jeremiah (36:18-20), where the sefer written is 
later referred to as a megilla. The same verse in Jeremiah also 


NOTES 


But only with ink - #73 xdx: Some question whether the scroll 
of a sota must be written specifically with ink, or whether it may 
be written with other writing substances that can be erased 
(see Sefat Emet and Devar Shaul). According to Rabbi David Luria, 
the verses in Jeremiah 36:18-20 indicate that all scrolls must be 
written with ink. Although it appears from the Gemara that ink 
must be made specifically of soot and oils, the consensus is 
that one may use other inks with similar stabilizing materials. 


HALAKHA 
The priest does not write upon a wooden tablet, etc. - 
>) mba by x anid yx: The curses of the sota are not writ- 
ten upon a wooden tablet, nor on unprocessed parchment, 
nor on paper. They must be written on a parchment scroll. 
If they are written on paper or unprocessed parchment, 
the scroll is unfit (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:8). 


LANGUAGE 


Diftera — m97: From the Greek Sip 9Eépa, difthera, mean- 
ing a hide prepared for writing. 


Gum [komos] - binip: From the Greek Kop, kommi, mean- 
ing tree sap. It specifically refers to gum arabic from the 
acacia tree known as Acacia arabica. This sap has a variety 
of uses, including the production of strong inks. 


Copper sulfate [kankantom] - Dinapap: This word appears 
in other sources as kalkantom or kalkantos. It derives from 
the Greek yáàxavĝðogç, khalkanthos, meaning copper sulfate 
(CuSO,). This substance was used as a base for the ancient 
dye and ink industry and is still used nowadays to make ink 
and shoe polish. 


HALAKHA 


And the scribe may not write with gum, etc. - Ani3 i») 
^3) Dinipa xb: The scroll of the sota may not be written 
with ink containing copper sulfate, nor may it be written 
with gum or any substance which makes a permanent mark 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:8, 4:9). 


Wrote at night - nya fanz: A scroll of a sota written at 
night is unfit, in accordance with the statement of Rava 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:7). 


BACKGROUND 


Ink — 94: In talmudic times, various writing utensils and 
colored inks were used for writing on parchment and paper. 
Black was the most common color of ink. This ink was similar 
to India ink, a thick ink made from the soot of burnt wood or 
oil. The soot was collected and mixed with the appropriate 
quantity of oil. Sometimes sap was also added to the ink so 
that it would better adhere to the writing surface. 
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NOTES 

If one wrote the scroll out of sequence - Aan 
pred: The word “these,” which is the biblical source 
for this halakha, is used in an exegetical interpretation 
for other purposes as well. Still, as a rule, a verse retains 
its straightforward meaning even when interpreted 
otherwise. The halakha here is taught based on the 
word's straightforward meaning. 


Before she accepted the oath upon herself - oip 
maw pwbapnw: Although the Gemara here explic- 
itly states that the scroll must be written after the oath 
is administered, the amora’im disagree concerning 
this issue. See Tosafot for a discussion of the source 
of this dispute. 


HALAKHA 
Wrote the scroll out of sequence — yond mans: 
A scroll of a sota written out of sequence is unfit 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:7). 


Before she accepted the oath upon herself - oip 
mw pw bapnw: If the scroll was written before 
the sota accepted the oath upon herself, it is unfit 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:7). 


Wrote the scroll as a letter — nwy mam: A scroll 
written in the form of a letter is unfit (Rambam Sefer 
Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:8). 


Perek II 
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HALAKHA 


If one wrote the scroll on two unattached pages — 
pat ww by mans: If the scroll of a sota is written on 
two pages, it is unfit (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot 
Sota 4:8). 


If one wrote one letter, etc. — 13). NN Nix ans: If 
the priest wrote one letter and erased it, and then 
wrote another letter and erased it, the scroll is unfit 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:10). 


Erasure for the sake of a specific woman - npma 
aw): If the priest erased the scroll not for the sake 
ofa specific sota, the water of the sota is unfit. When- 
ever the Gemara states: If you say, this is an indication 
that what follows that introduction is the accepted 
halakha (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:11). 


Erased them in two different cups, etc. — nwa |r 
na nidia: If the priest wrote two scrolls for two sota 
women and erased them in one cup, or if he erased 
them in separate cups and mixed the water in one cup, 
the water of the sota is unfit (Rambam Sefer Nashim, 
Hilkhot Sota 4:11). 
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NOTES 


If one wrote the scroll out of sequence," it is unfit, as it is writ- 
ten: “And the priest shall write these curses in a scroll” (Num- 
bers 5:23). They must be written in the scroll just as they are 
written in the Torah. 


If one wrote the scroll before the sota accepted the oath upon 
herself," the scroll is unfit, as it is stated: “Then the priest shall 
cause the woman to swear with the oath of cursing” (Numbers 
5:21), and afterward it states: “And the priest shall write these 
curses in a scroll” (Numbers 5:23). 


If one wrote the scroll as a letter," i.e., without first scoring the 
lines onto the parchment, it is unfit, as the Merciful One states 
in the Torah: “Ina scroll,” indicating that it must be written like 
a Torah scroll, in which the parchment must be scored. 


If one wrote the scroll on two unattached pages," it is unfit, as 
the Merciful One states in the Torah: “Scroll,” in the singular. It 
must be written on one scroll and not on two or three scrolls. 


If one wrote one letter" and erased that one letter in water, and 
he then wrote one more letter and erased that one letter, it is 
unfit, as it is written: “And the priest shall execute upon her all 
this law” (Numbers 5:30). The entire passage must be written 
completely and only then erased, all at once. 


§ Rava raised a dilemma: If one wrote two scrolls for two 
separate sota women but then erased both of the scrolls in one 
cup, what is the halakha? Do we require that only the writing 
be performed for the sake of a specific woman, in which case 
that is accomplished here? Or perhaps we require that also the 
erasure be performed for the sake of a specific woman," which 
is not accomplished here, since both scrolls are erased together? 


And if you say that we require that also the erasure be for the 
sake of each specific woman, then if the priest erased them in 
two different cups" and afterward mixed the water from both 
together again, what is the halakha? Do we require that only the 
erasure be for the sake of a specific woman, in which case that 
is accomplished here? Or perhaps since this sota does not drink 
from only her own water and that sota does not drink from only 
her own water, the water is disqualified? 


If one wrote the scroll on two unattached pages - 7293 
pat w by: Most commentaries, including Tosafot, Tosefot 
HaRosh, and the Meiri, explain this as referring to a case where 
the contents of the scroll were written over two unattached 
pages of parchment. However, if they were attached, it is fit, 
just as a Torah scroll is written over many attached pages of 
parchment. By contrast, Rashi holds that the scroll is unfit 
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even when written on two columns of attached parchment. 


Some explain Rashi’s reasoning as follows: Since a Torah scroll 
is very long, it must, of necessity, be written on many pages 


of parchment. Therefore, it is still considered as one item. 


However, a scroll of a sota is short, and if written on separate 
pages of parchment, it appears to be two separate documents 
(Meromei Sadeh). 


If one wrote one letter, etc. -^31 NK Nix aNd: According to 
the Meiri, the same halakha applies if one wrote a complete 
word and then erased it, or if one wrote part of the scroll prop- 
erly and erased it. The scroll must be erased only after being 
completely written. 
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And furthermore, if you say that the water is disqualified because 
this one does not drink from only her own water and that one 
does not drink from only her own water, what if after mixing the 
two cups of water together the priest divided them again" into 
two cups and gave one to each? What is the halakha then? Is 
there retroactive clarification," in which case one may claim that 
each woman drank her own water, or is there no retroactive 
clarification? The Gemara responds: The dilemma shall stand 
unresolved. 


Rava raised a dilemma: If the priest administered the bitter water 
to the sota to drink through a palm fiber," what is the halakha? Or 
if he administered it through a tube, what is the halakha? Is this 
considered a normal manner of drinking, or is it not considered 
anormal manner of drinking, in which case the act is invalid? The 
Gemara responds: The dilemma shall stand unresolved. 


Rav Ashi raised a dilemma: If some of the water of the sota spilled 
out and some of it remained" in the cup, what is the halakha? Is 
it sufficient for the woman to drink some of the water in which the 
scroll has been erased or must she drink all of it? The Gemara 
responds: The dilemma shall stand unresolved. 


§ Rabbi Zeira says that Rav says: With regard to the two oaths" 
that are stated with regard to the sota: “And the priest shall cause 
her to swear” (Numbers 5:19), and: “Then the priest shall cause the 
woman to swear with the oath of cursing” (Numbers 5:21), why 
are they both necessary? One must be administered before the 
scroll is erased and one must be administered after it is erased. 


Rava objects to this: Both of the oaths are written in the Torah 
before any mention of the scroll being erased. What is the basis 
to claim that one oath was administered afterward? Rather, Rava 
said: While both oaths are administered before the sota drinks, the 
two oaths are different: One is an oath that has a curse with it, 
and one is an oath that does not have a curse with it. 


The Gemara asks: What are the circumstances ofan oath that has 
a curse with it? What is the language of this oath? Rav Amram 
says that Rav says: The priest says: I administer an oath to you 
that you are honest in your claim that you were not defiled, as, if 
you were defiled, all these curses will come upon you. 


Rava said: This is insufficient, as the curse stands by itself and 
the oath stands by itself. They are said in separate statements, and 
it cannot be considered to be an oath with a curse. Rather, Rava 
said: The priest says: I administer an oath to you that if you were 
defiled, all these curses will come upon you. 


Rav Ashi said: Even this is insufficient, as there is a curse but 
there is no oath that she was not defiled. Rather, Rav Ashi said: 
The priest must say: I administer an oath to you that you were 
not defiled and that if you were defiled all these curses will come 
upon you. Here the oath itself includes the curse. 


ith d h: d h M ; 
MISHNA™“ regar to w. Aa e say: “Amen 


amen” (Number 5:22)," twice, as recorded 
in the verse? The mishna explains that it includes of the following: 
Amen on the curse, as she accepts the curse upon herself if she is 
guilty, and amen on the oath, as she declares that she is not defiled. 
She states: Amen if I committed adultery with this man about 
whom I was warned, amen if I committed adultery with another 
man. Amen that I did not stray when I was betrothed nor after 
I was married, 


HALAKHA 


With regard to what does she say amen, amen - K7 ma by — she was warned, but neither did she do so with any other man, nor 


Pats pax nix: Through the principle of extension of an oath, the 
husband may have his wife include in her oath other cases as well. 


did she commit adultery even during the period of her betrothal 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:17). 


Not only did she not commit adultery with the man about whom 


HALAKHA 

If he divided them again — im sum: If the priest 
wrote two scrolls for two sota women, erased them 
in separate cups, and then mixed the water together 
in one cup, he should not administer this water of a 
sota to the sota women to drink ab initio. However, 
after the fact, if he separated the water again into two 
separate cups and they drank, the drinking is valid. 
The Kesef Mishne explains that the Rambam rules leni- 
ently on this question since no answer is provided to 
the Gemara's query, and such an uncertainty does not 
justify erasing the Divine Name again (Rambam Sefer 
Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:11). 


If some of the water spilled out and some of it 
remained — (72 WAN 2 1252: If some of the 
water spilled out and some remained, one should not 
administer it to the sota to drink ab initio. However, 
the drinking is valid after the fact. The Rambam rules 
leniently on this question since no answer is provided 
to the Gemara’s query, and such an uncertainty does 
not justify erasing the Divine Name again (Rambam 
Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:11). 


NOTES 

Retroactive clarification — 7A: This principle is a 
matter of controversy throughout the Talmud. It pos- 
its that a case of uncertainty at a given time may be 
decided retroactively based on a later event. In this 
case, when each woman drinks the water, it will be 
clarified that this was the water intended for her. The 
consensus among the halakhic authorities is that 
concerning matters of Torah law one may not claim 
retroactive clarification, but with regard to matters of 
rabbinic law one may do so. 


Administered the bitter water to her to drink 
through a palm fiber - 293 pw: Rashi explains that 
the fiber here is similar to a straw, whereas the Arukh 
asserts that it is a spongy material from which the sota 
sucks water that has been absorbed in it. According 
to this understanding, this question is distinct from 
the following question of whether the sota may drink 
the water from a tube. Tosafot say that the question is 
whether, if the water of the sota was absorbed by a 
fiber and the sota swallowed the fiber, this is consid- 
ered valid drinking after the fact. 


If some of the water spilled out and some of it 
remained — pa Mw A 39W): Rashi explains 
that this is describing one case, in which some of the 
water spilled out while the rest remained. According 
to the Tosefot HaRosh, however, these are two sepa- 
rate cases: In one, some of the water spilled out but 
a majority remains. In the other, more serious case, 
most of the water spilled out and only a small amount 
remains. Some hold that at least a quarter-log must 
remain in any event, because as a rule, consumption 
of less than this amount is not considered drinking 
(Minhat Kenaot). 


Two oaths, etc. — 131 niya Aw: In his commentary 
on the Torah, Ibn Ezra explains that the priest does 
administer the oath to the woman twice, as the 
Gemara indicates here. However, the Ramban explains 
in his commentary on the Torah that there is only one 
oath. This is the ruling of the Rambam as well. The Sefat 
Emet challenges this understanding as Rabbi Zeira 
explicitly states that there are two oaths. The Hazon 
Yehezkel explains that Rav Ashi’s opinion is that there 
is only one oath, and this is the source of the opin- 
ion of the Rambam and Ramban. Still, this is not the 
straightforward understanding of Rav Ashi's statement, 
which seems concerned only with the wording of the 
oath, while accepting that there are in fact two oaths. 
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BACKGROUND 


A widow waiting for her yavam - DX nyaiw: If a married man 
dies childless and is survived by one or more brothers, his widow 
is prohibited from marrying anyone else until one of the brothers, 
preferably the eldest, either performs levirate marriage or releases 
her by performing the halitza ceremony. Until one of these 
procedures is done, the widow is bound to her late husband's 
brothers by a bond known as a levirate bond. A woman subject 
to such a bond is known as a widow waiting for her yavam. The 
amora‘im and tanna’im discuss the nature and strength of the 
levirate bond. 


HALAKHA 


Amen that | will not become defiled - xnawrx Kow max: The 
husband may stipulate that the woman include in her oath that 
she will not commit adultery in the future even if he divorces and 
remarries her. If she will commit adultery in the future after such 
an oath, the water of the sota will then evaluate her, in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir (Rambam Sefer Nashim, 
Hilkhot Sota 4:17). 


With regard to what she did before becoming betrothed, 
etc. -^ DIKNAW otip: The husband may not have the sota 
include in her oath that she did not engage in sexual intercourse 
with another man before she was betrothed or during a period 
of divorce from him (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:17). 


This is the principle, etc. - 15) Ubon mt: This is the principle: A 
husband may stipulate that his wife include in her oath any case 
of adultery that would render her forbidden to him if she were 
guilty of it. He may not stipulate that she include in her oath any 
case that would not (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:17). 


A widow awaiting her yavam - D2 npiv: If a widow waiting 
for her yavam to perform levirate marriage commits adultery, she 
is permitted to the yavam, in accordance with the conclusion 
of the Gemara and contrary to the opinion of Rav Hamnuna 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum VaHalitza 2:20; Shulhan 
Arukh, Even HaEzer 159:3). 


110 SOTA: PEREK I: 18B «97319 


KIW IY TDD OD NVW) 
JI NID — MII DK) NDV) 


POKRV KOW PK AIN PNA 27 
NUN NOW OK 


> may mane pee pw Yan 
any by xb) pixnaw op dy 
VUY 


TP HS) aepo THY? D 
FAY NA I NO — API 


apg 8) Syany bp 9730 7 
may mana moat x) - 15 py 


DD Nya wT 31 WK 3 
PKAN TADY MYON - IDIM 
TPD DD NW ap 


DWA TYPY NAYI NIY X 
xd maxon xdx TIA manasa 
-POP ATIA TaN D TON 
xd) byon bw be Loon m 
may man m7 xb TDN 


arp NIPI 7 KIWI BN 
KANT 


nor as a widow waiting for my yavam' to perform levirate 
marriage, since a woman at that stage is prohibited from engag- 
ing in sexual intercourse with any men, nor when married 
through levirate marriage to the yavam; amen that I did not 
become defiled, and if I did become defiled, may all these 


curses come upon me. 


Rabbi Meir says that “amen, amen” means: Amen that I did 
not become defiled in the past, amen that I will not become 
defiled" in the future. 


All agree that he may stipulate with her through this oath 
neither with regard to what she did before becoming be- 
trothed" to him, nor with regard to what she will do after 
she becomes divorced from him. 


Similarly, ifa husband divorced his wife, and while divorced she 
secluded herself with another man and became defiled, and 
afterward her husband took her back and remarried her, and 
he then warned her about a specific man, and she secluded 
herself, and she is now about to drink the water of the sota, he 
cannot stipulate with her that she take an oath that she did not 
become defiled during the period in which she was divorced. 
This is because her husband would become forbidden to her 
only if she had married another man after being divorced, not 
if she merely committed an act of promiscuity. 


This is the principle: In every case where if she would 
engage in sexual intercourse with someone else she would 
not become forbidden to her husband due to this act, he 
may not stipulate with her that her oath include that act. The 
oath can include only cases in which she would be rendered 
forbidden to him. 


H : In th f 
GEMARA Rav amnuna says the cane o 


a widow awaiting her yavam" who 
committed adultery," she becomes forbidden to her yavam. 
From where is this derived? It is from the fact that the 
mishna teaches: Nor as a widow waiting for my yavam to 
perform levirate marriage, nor when married through levirate 
marriage. 


The Gemara explains: Granted, if you say that a woman await- 
ing levirate marriage who committed adultery is forbidden to 
the yavam, due to that reason a husband may stipulate with a 
sota that she take an oath that she did not commit adultery 
while she was awaiting levirate marriage with him. But if you 
say that such a woman does not become forbidden, how can 
a husband stipulate this with her? But didn’t we learn in the 
mishna that this is the principle: In every case where if she 
would engage in sexual intercourse with someone else she 
would not become forbidden to her husband due to this act, 
he may not stipulate with her that her oath include that act? 
Clearly she must become forbidden to the yavam if she commits 
adultery. 


They say in the West, Eretz Yisrael: The halakha is not in 
accordance with the opinion of Rav Hamnuna. A woman 
awaiting levirate marriage who commits adultery does not 
become forbidden to the yavam. 


NOTES 


A widow awaiting her yavam who committed adultery - attributes a specific opinion to the inhabitants of Eretz Yisrael, 


ANIM DI nyw: The status of such a woman is discussed 


this refers only to a particular Sage there. 


in the Jerusalem Talmud as well. Although the Gemara here 
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The Gemara asks: But with regard to that which is taught in the 
mishna: Nor as a widow waiting for my yavam to perform levirate 
marriage, nor when married through levirate marriage, in accordance 
with whose opinion is this? It is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Akiva, who says: Betrothal does not take effect even for 
those who would be merely liable for violating ordinary prohibi- 
tions were they to be married. All agree that betrothal does not take 
effect for forbidden unions that carry the punishment of karet, e.g., 
unions between siblings. However, according to Rabbi Akiva, in 
matters of personal status an ordinary Torah prohibition is equivalent 
to prohibitions that carry the punishment of karet. And he therefore 
holds that just as a wife who commits adultery, rendering her liable 
to receive karet, is forbidden to her husband and must be divorced, 
so too, a widow awaiting her yavam who commits adultery, violat- 
ing an ordinary Torah prohibition, is considered to be a woman 
forbidden to her yavam.™ 


Rabbi Yirmeya raised a dilemma: If a man divorced his wife and 
then remarried her, and she then secluded herself and came to drink 
the water of a sota, what is the halakha as to whether a man in that 
situation may stipulate with her concerning their first marriage?" 
May he compel her to include in her oath that she did not commit 
adultery then either? Similarly, may a yavam stipulate with his yevama 
concerning the marriage of his brother, requiring her to attest that 
she did not commit adultery prior to the brother’s death? What is 
the halakha? 


The Gemara proposes: Come and hear evidence from the conclusion 
of the mishna: This is the principle: In every case where if she 
would engage in sexual intercourse with someone else she would 
not become forbidden to her husband due to this act, he may not 
stipulate with her that her oath include that act. One may therefore 
infer that he may indeed stipulate with her concerning any case in 
which she would become forbidden. In both of the cases in question 
the woman would have become forbidden to her husband if she had 
been guilty. Therefore, the Gemara concludes: Indeed, conclude 
from the mishna that he is entitled to stipulate in these cases. 


§ The mishna states: Rabbi Meir says that “amen, amen” means: 
Amen that I did not become defiled in the past, amen that I will not 
become defiled in the future. With regard to this it is taught in a 
baraita ( Tosefta 2:2): When Rabbi Meir said: Amen that I will not 
become defiled in the future, he did not mean to say that if God 
knows that she will become defiled in the future, the water that she 
drinks now evaluates whether she will be unfaithful and passes judg- 
ment on her from now. Rather, he meant that in the event that she 
becomes defiled in the future, the water that she drinks now will 
destabilize her and evaluate then whether she was unfaithful. 


Rav Ashi raised a dilemma: What is the halakha as to whether a 
man may stipulate with his wife concerning a later marriage," in 
the event that he would divorce her and then remarry her? Do we say: 
Now, at least, if she remains faithful during this marriage, she is not 
forbidden to him? Or perhaps this includes a later marriage, as 
sometimes a man divorces his wife and remarries her, and if she 
then commits adultery she will become forbidden to him. 


HALAKHA 


Concerning their first marriage, etc. — 13) DIUK] PRI by: 
A man who divorced his wife and remarried her may compel 
her to include in her oath that she did not commit adultery 
during the first marriage. One who performed levirate marriage 
may compel the yevama to include in her oath that she did not 
commit adultery when married to his brother (Rambam Sefer 


Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:17). 


Concerning a later marriage — DNKT PRI by: The hus- 
band may stipulate that the sota include in her oath that the 
waters of a sota should evaluate even adultery she would 
commit after he divorces and remarries her, in accordance with 
the conclusion of the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot 
Sota 4:17). 
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NOTES 


And therefore she is considered to be a woman for- 


bidden to her yavam - 


my 3 ay nw: The Jerusalem 


Talmud suggests other reasons that a man may stipulate 
with his wife with regard to her time as a widow await- 


ing levirate marriage to 


him. Some derive this from the 


stringent wording of the verse concerning the yevama: 
“The wife of the dead man shall not be married outside 


of the family to one no 
and explain that a wid 


of his kin” (Deuteronomy 25:5), 
ow awaiting levirate marriage 


who commits adultery is forbidden to her yavam. Others 
derive from the verse concerning the sota, which states 


twice: “And is jealous o 


his wife” (Numbers 5:14), that a 


man may warn even a woman who is only partially his 
wife, i.e., a yevama awaiting levirate marriage to him, who 


has a quasi-matrimonia 


mAT Ip: S 


relationship with him. 
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NOTES 


Drinks and repeats — miw ANW: The Maharit asks: 
Given that the halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Meir that a man may stipulate with 
his wife with regard to adultery in the future, why 
would one ever need to have his wife drink a second 
ime? Her initial drinking should be proof of her future 
fidelity. Some answer that this would be necessary if 
he husband himself committed adultery before she 
did, which would prevent the water of the sota from 
examining his wife, and after he repents, he wants 
her to drink again (see Keren Ora and Meromei Sadeh). 
Others explain that it would be necessary in the case 
of a woman whose punishment was initially delayed 
due to her merit, and whose husband therefore wished 
that she drink a second time (see Sefat Emet). Yet others 
say that the stipulation with regard to the fidelity of 
the sota in the future is not mandatory; in the event 
that the husband does not include it initially, he may 
have her drink again in the future (Minhat Hinnukh). 


HALAKHA 


Drinks and repeats - miw AN: If a man warned 
his wife concerning another man, and after secluding 
herself with him she drank the waters of a sota and 
was found innocent, the husband may not compel her 
to drink a second time due to suspicion with regard 
to the same man. However, he may compel her to 
drink a second time if he suspects her with regard 
to another man. If a sota who drank waters of a sota 
and was found innocent was widowed or divorced 
and remarried another man, and her new husband 
suspects her with regard to the same man that the 
first husband suspected, he may compel her to drink 
a second time on that man’s account (Rambam Sefer 
Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 1:12—13). 


PERSONALITIES 

Nehunya the ditch digger - pw Din KIM: This 
Sage lived at the time of the Second Temple and was 
an officer of the Temple. He was responsible for dig- 
ging pits and wells for the benefit of the pilgrims and 
residents of Jerusalem. The Talmud relates a miracle 
that happened to his daughter when she fell into a 
large pit in Jerusalem and was saved. The Gemara also 
mentions elsewhere that God judges great people like 
him very exactingly. 
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The Gemara answers: Come and hear evidence from the mishna: 
All agree that he may stipulate with her through this oath neither 
with regard to what she did before becoming betrothed to him, 
nor with regard to what she will do after she becomes divorced 
from him. And ifwhile divorced she secluded herself with another 
man and became defiled, and afterward her husband took her 
back and remarried her, he may not stipulate with her with regard 
to the period in which she was divorced, since that act does not 
render her forbidden to him. The Gemara infers: But if he remar- 
ries her and she then becomes defiled, she would be forbidden to 
him. Therefore, he may indeed stipulate with her in advance with 
regard to this. The Gemara states: Indeed, conclude from the 
mishna that this is so. 


§ The Sages taught: The verse states: “This is the law of jealousy” 
(Numbers 5:29), indicating that the same law is to be carried 

out in all cases of jealousy. This teaches that the woman drinks 

and repeats," i.e., she must drink a second time if she becomes a 

sota again. 


The baraita continues: Rabbi Yehuda says: The word “this” in 
the verse is a restricting term, indicating that the woman does 
not drink and repeat. Rabbi Yehuda said: There was an incident 
in which Nehunya the ditch digger’ testified before us in the 
name of his teachers that the woman drinks and repeats, and we 
accepted his testimony with regard to two men, but not with 
regard to one man. Even if she drinks the water of a sota while 
married to her first husband, she must drink again after violating a 
warning by her second husband. However, one husband cannot 
have his wife drink twice. 


The baraita concludes: And the Rabbis say: The woman does not 
drink and repeat, whether with regard to one man or with regard 
to two men. 


The Gemara asks: But according to the first tanna of the baraita as 
well, isn’t it written in the verse: “This,” restricting the number of 
times a woman must drink? And according to the Rabbis men- 
tioned later in the baraita as well, isn’t it written: “The law of 
jealousy,’ amplifying the number of times a woman must drink 
to include all cases of jealousy? 


Rava said: Different halakhot apply to different cases: With regard 
to one husband who accused his wife twice about one paramour, 
everyone agrees that the woman does not drink and repeat, 
having been proven innocent once, 


as it is written: “This is the law of jealousy.’ The word “this” is a 
restricting term and excludes that possibility. With regard to two 
different husbands and two different paramours, where her first 
husband suspected her with regard to one paramour during her 
first marriage and the second husband suspected her with regard 
to a different man during the second marriage, everyone agrees 
that the woman drinks and repeats, as it is written: “This is the 
law of jealousy,” in all cases of jealousy. 


They disagree when there is one husband and two paramours, i.e., 
where one husband warned her with regard to a second paramour 
after she survived her first ordeal. They also disagree in a case 
of two husbands and one paramour, i.e., if her second husband 
accused her with regard to the same paramour on account of whom 
she was compelled to drink by her first husband. 
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The opinions are justified as follows: The first tanna holds that the 
phrase “the law of jealousy” serves to include all of these cases. In 
almost all cases the woman drinks and repeats. The word “this” 
serves to exclude only the case of one husband and one paramour, 
in which she does not drink and repeat. 


And the Rabbis mentioned later in the baraita hold that the word 

“this” serves to exclude all of these cases. The woman almost never 
drinks and repeats. The phrase “the law of jealousy” serves to 
include only the case of two husbands and two paramours, in 
which she does drink and repeat. 


And Rabbi Yehuda holds: The word “this” serves to exclude two" 
of the cases, and the phrase “the law of jealousy” serves to include 
two. The word “this” serves to exclude the two cases of one hus- 
band and one paramour and one husband and two paramours. 
In neither of these cases does the woman drink and repeat. The 
phrase “the law of jealousy” serves to include two cases, i.e., two 
husbands and one paramour, and all the more so two husbands 
and two paramours. In both of these cases, the woman must drink 
and repeat. 


NOTES 

This serves to exclude two - mn yay nN: Rashi 
explains the logic behind the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. 
If one man warns his wife a second time after she was 
already found to be innocent, no matter whether he sus- 
pects a different paramour or the same one, it appears 
that his suspicions are unfounded and he is simply a 
quarrelsome person. 
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The chapter began by enumerating the differences between the meal-offering of a sota 
and other meal-offerings. The meal-offering of a sota consists of barley, while most 
other meal-offerings contain wheat. Additionally, the meal-offering of a sota is not 
accompanied by oil and frankincense. The reason for these distinctions is that since 
the sota performed an animalistic and degrading act, her meal-offering must reflect 
this, with a grain that is usually used as animal fodder. 


The chapter also discussed the procedure for drinking the bitter water. The woman 
drinks from a new earthenware drinking utensil, to which half a log of water from the 
Temple basin is added. Enough dust is added to be visible in the water. Ideally, the 
dust should be taken from a special place on the Temple floor; however, other dust 
is acceptable if this proves too difficult. 


The scroll of the sota is written with the same ink and parchment as Torah scrolls, 
but the ink must be prepared in a way that makes it erasable in the water. The scroll 
must be written by a priest for the sake of the specific sota, and it is unfit for use by 
any other sota. 


The Sages disagree as to which verses must appear on the scroll of the sota. The 
Gemara concluded that the priest must write all of the conditions and curses recorded 
in verses concerning the sota (Numbers 5:19-22), excluding the descriptions of the 
ritual itself. 


The Gemara also addressed the oath of the sota. She must include in her oath that she 
never engaged in sexual intercourse that would render her forbidden to her husband, 
regardless of the identity of the paramour. 
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And he shall make the woman drink the water of bitter- 
ness that causes the curse; and the water that causes the 
curse shall enter into her and become bitter. 


And the priest shall take the meal-offering of jealousy out 
of the woman's hand, and shall wave the meal-offering 
before the Lord, and bring it unto the altar. 


And the priest shall take a handful of the meal-offering, 
as the memorial part of it, and burn it upon the altar, 
and afterward he shall make the woman drink the water. 


And he shall make her drink the water, and then it shall 

come to pass, if she is defiled, and acted unfaithfully 
against her husband, that the water that causes the curse 
shall enter into her and become bitter, and her belly shall 
swell, and her thigh shall fall away; and the woman 
shall be a curse among her people. 


And if the woman were not defiled, but she is untainted; 
then she shall be cleared, and shall conceive seed. 


(Numbers 5:24-28) 


The order in which the ritual of the sota should be performed is not clear from the 
above verses. It appears from the order of the description that the woman drinks the 
bitter water of a sota before the meal-offering is sacrificed. However, verse 26 states: 
“And afterward he shall make the woman drink the water,” indicating that the meal- 
offering is sacrificed before the sota drinks the bitter water. This difficulty is one of 
the subjects discussed in this chapter. 


Other issues related to the drinking ritual and the meal-offering of the sota are 
also discussed, including how the order is affected when certain aspects of the ritual 
cannot be performed. Also addressed are questions such as what should be done if 
the woman admits her guilt during the process or if she refuses to drink the bitter 
water, what happens if witnesses come forward during the ritual and testify as to her 
infidelity, and what is to be done if the meal-offering of the sota becomes ritually 
impure. 

The chapter also enumerates the punishment of the sota, and what happens to a sota 
who is not affected by drinking the bitter water. The Sages discuss the possibility that 
ifa woman drinks the water and survives, it is not always indicative of her innocence, 
as it is possible that her punishment is merely delayed due to her merits. This leads 
to a discussion concerning whether women are required or even permitted to study 
Torah. The chapter continues with the halakhot concerning the meal-offering of a 
sota who is married to a priest, and concludes with discussions about the halakhic 
differences between men and women. 
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MI S HN He would take" her meal-offering out of 

the Egyptian wicker basket made of palm 
leaves in which it was lying and would put it into a service vessel 
and then place it on her hand." And the priest would then place 
his hand underneath hers" and wave it together with her. The 
priest waved it and brought it near to the southwest corner of the 
altar, removed a handful’ from it, and burned the handful; and 
the remainder was eaten by the priests. 


The priest would force the woman to drink the bitter water of a 
sota, and afterward he would sacrifice her meal-offering." Rabbi 
Shimon says: The priest would sacrifice her meal-offering and 
afterward he would force her to drink, as it is stated: “And the 
priest shall take a handful of the meal-offering, as the memorial 
part of it, and burn it upon the altar, and afterward he shall make 
the woman drink the water” (Numbers 5:26). But Rabbi Shimon 
concedes that if the priest first forced her to drink and afterward" 
sacrificed her meal-offering, it is still valid. 


G E M ARA Rabbi Elazar said to Rabbi Yoshiya of his 


generation,” i.e., his contemporary: You 
shall not sit on your feet" until you explain this matter to me: 
From where is it derived that the meal-offering of a sota requires 
waving? The Gemara expresses surprise at the question: From 
where do we derive this? It is explicitly written with regard to the 
meal-offering of a sota: “And the priest shall take the meal-offering 
of jealousy out of the woman’s hand, and shall wave the meal- 
offering before the Lord, and bring it unto the altar” (Numbers 
5:25). Rather, the question is as follows: From where do we derive 
that the waving is performed by the owner, i.e., the woman, and 
not only by the priest? 


Rabbi Yoshiya answered: This is derived by means of a verbal 
analogy between the term “hand” written here and “hand” from 
the peace-offering: It is written here, with regard to the meal- 
offering of a sota: “And the priest shall take the meal-offering of 
jealousy out of the woman’s hand” (Numbers 5:25), and it is 
written there, with regard to the peace-offering: “He that offers 
his peace-offerings unto the Lord... His own hands shall bring 
the offerings ... that the breast may be waved before the Lord” 
(Leviticus 7:29-30). 


Just as here, in the case of the sota, the priest waves the offering, 
so too there, in the case of the peace-offering, the priest waves 
the offering. And just as there, in the case of the peace-offering, 
the owner waves the offering, so too here, in the case of the sota, 
the owner waves the offering. How is this accomplished? The 
priest places his hand beneath the hands of the owner and then 
waves the offering with the owner. 


§ The mishna states: The priest waved it and brought it near 
to the southwest corner of the altar, removed a handful from it, 
and burned the handful. Yet the continuation of the mishna states: 
The priest would force the woman to drink, and afterward he 
would sacrifice her meal-offering. The Gemara asks: Didn’t the 
mishna state in the previous phrase that the offering was already 
sacrificed? 


Removed a handful - 122: Most meal-offerings require that a 
handful be removed by a priest and burnt on the altar. This rite 
parallels the rite of slaughtering performed in the case of an 
animal offering. However, the slaughtering of an offering may be 
performed by a non-priest, whereas removing the handful from 
a meal-offering may be performed only by a priest. According 


BACKGROUND 


to many authorities, the priest would remove the flour with only 
the three middle fingers of his right hand, using his thumb and 
little finger to remove any surplus flour from his closed fingers. He 
would then place the flour in a sacred service vessel in order to 
consecrate it. Since the priest had to scoop out a precise amount 
of flour, this was one of the more difficult services in the Temple. 


NOTES 


He would take, etc. - 151 bois mit: The subject of this 
sentence is not explicit in the mishna. Rashi and Rabbi 
Ovadya Bartenura explain that the husband takes the 
meal-offering, as the mishna continues: And the priest 
would then place his hand, indicating that the priest was 
not involved beforehand. However, Josafot and the Meiri 
explain that ideally, the priest was the one who would 
take the meal-offering. The reference to the priest in the 
continuation of the mishna merely means that from that 
point onward the priest must perform the actions, anda 
non-priest is not permitted to do so. This explanation is 
based on the Jerusalem Talmud (see Melekhet Shlomo). 


The priest would then place his hand underneath 
hers — Pana iT raa iay: In the Jerusalem Talmud it 
is asked: Why is it not improper for the priest to touch 
the woman's hand? The conclusion is that since this was 
only for a short time, there is no reason for concern lest 
the priest's desire be stimulated. Some explain that the 
priest did not actually touch her; his hands held the 
vessel, lower down than her hands, and did not touch 
her hands directly (Tosefot HaRash). 


If the priest first forced her to drink and afterward, 
etc. — 131 JD 10N) AWA OW: It is stated in the Jeru- 
salem Talmud that the Rabbis concede that if the priest 
sacrificed the meal-offering before giving the sota the 
water to drink, the offering is valid. 


You shall not sit on your feet - W28 awn xb: One 
understanding of this expression is based on the princi- 
ple that difficult subjects are learned while one is seated, 
while simpler subject matter is learned while standing 
(see Megilla 21a). Rabbi Elazar intended to indicate that 
due to Rabbi Yoshiya’s extensive knowledge, this was 
a simple matter for him and he would not need to sit 
down and consider the matter much in order to provide 
a correct answer (Minha Hareva). 


HALAKHA 


And then place it on her hand, etc. - 3) apby mann: 
After the woman drinks the water, the service vessel with 
the meal-offering is placed on the woman's hands. The 
priest places his hand under hers and waves it to the east 
of the altar in the same manner as all other wavings; he 
waves it to and fro to each side, and also up and down. 
After the waving, the priest brings the meal-offering near 
to the southwest corner of the altar, removes a handful, 
and burns it. The remainder is eaten by the priests in the 
same manner as other meal-offerings (Rambam Sefer 
Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:15). 


The priest would force the woman to drink the water 
and afterward he would sacrifice her meal-offering — 
ANNI OX D Ja WN Awa m: The priest first forces 
the woman to drink the bitter water and afterward he 
sacrifices the meal-offering, in accordance with the unat- 
tributed opinion in the mishna. If the priest sacrificed the 
meal-offering first and afterward forced her to drink, the 
offering is valid, as indicated later in the Gemara and as 
stated explicitly in the Jerusalem Talmud (Rambam Sefer 
Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:14). 


PERSONALITIES 

Rabbi Yoshiya of his generation — 777 MW 27: This 
title is used to distinguish this Rabbi Yoshiya, who was 
an amora and a contemporary of Rabbi Elazar, from the 
tanna of the same name. Rabbi Yoshiya was an amora 
of the third generation of amora’im. He lived in Eretz 
Yisrael and apparently was one of the older students of 
Rabbi Yohanan, as was Rabbi Elazar. His statements are 
recorded in the Jerusalem Talmud. 
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NOTES 

Rabbi Shimon and the Rabbis disagree, etc. - 937 php 
^D paN iyraw: It is explained in the Jerusalem Talmud that 
in addition to the dispute between them with regard to the 
proper understanding of the verses, Rabbi Shimon and the 
Rabbis also disagree with regard to which rite is central to 
the evaluation of whether the sota was unfaithful. Rabbi 
Shimon holds that the essential part of the evaluation is 
accomplished by the water, and the meal-offering is only a 
supplementary offering, whereas the Rabbis hold that the 
evaluation is accomplished primarily by the meal-offering, 
although the drinking of the bitter water is necessary in order 
to allow the curse to enter the women's body. 


Perek III 
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HALAKHA 


If the scroll was already erased and then the woman says 
| will not drink — agiw wy nyis) Mea npa: Once the 
scroll is erased, if the woman says: | will not drink, she is 
forcibly compelled to drink (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot 
Sota 4:4). 


Where the impression of the ink is still discernible — 
D inww>: The scroll must be thoroughly erased so that 
thei impression of the writing is not discernible. If the text is 
still discernible, it is invalid (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot 
Sota 4:10). 


LANGUAGE 


Forced [me‘arerin] - pyw: Some explain that this term 
is derived from the word irur, which means breaking 
and is used here to denote the opening of her mouth by 
force. Others explain that the term means to place liquid in 
one’s mouth without swallowing. It is similar to the talmudic 
Hebrew terms mearer and megarger. According to this expla- 
nation, here the term means that the water is poured down 
her throat. 


NOTES 


The statement of Rabbi Akiva - KJP% 37 7137: Accord- 
ing to Rashi, Rabbi Akiva agrees with Rabbi Shimon that 
first the meal-offering is sacrificed and only afterward is she 
given to drink; however, Rabbi Akiva takes a more extreme 
position than Rabbi Shimon on this matter, asserting that 
if she were to drink first, it is considered as if nothing was 
done. By contrast, Rabbeinu Hananel asserts that Rabbi Akiva 
holds in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, who 
state that the woman should drink first. This explanation is 
based on an alternative version of the text. Josafot note that 
ater (20b) the Gemara apparently understands Rabbi Akiva’s 
opinion as explained by Rashi; however, Tosafot explain that 
he tanna‘im themselves disagree with regard to the opinion 
of Rabbi Akiva. 
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The Gemara answers: This is what the mishna is saying: What was 
the sacrificial order of meal-offerings in general? The priest waved 
the meal-offering and brought it near to the southwest corner of 
the altar, removed a handful from it, and burned the handful, and 
the remainder was eaten by the priests. 


And as for the correct order for sacrificing the meal-offering of the 
sota and forcing her to drink, this itself is a matter about which 
Rabbi Shimon and the Rabbis disagree," as the Rabbis hold that 
the priest would force the woman to drink and afterward he 
would sacrifice her meal-offering; and Rabbi Shimon holds that 
the priest would sacrifice her meal-offering and afterward he 
would force her to drink, as it is stated: “And the priest shall take 
a handful of the meal-offering, as the memorial part of it, and burn 
it upon the altar, and afterward he shall make the woman drink 
the water” (Numbers 5:26). 


§ The mishna states: But Rabbi Shimon concedes that if the 
priest first forced her to drink and afterward sacrificed her 
meal-offering, the offering is still valid. 


The Sages taught: What is the meaning when the verse states after 
the sacrifice of the meal-offering: “And he shall make her drink 
the water” (Numbers 5:27)? But isn’t it already stated: “And he 
shall make the woman drink the water of bitterness that causes 
the curse” (Numbers 5:24)? The baraita answers: The repetition 
teaches that ifthe scroll was already erased and then the woman 
says: I will not drink," she is forced [me‘arerin]' to drink against 
her will. This is the statement of Rabbi Akiva." 


Rabbi Shimon says: What is the meaning when the verse states: 

“And the priest shall take a handful of the meal-offering, as the 
memorial part of it, and burn it upon the altar, and afterward he 
shall make the woman drink the water” (Numbers 5:26)? But isn’t 
it already stated previously: “And he shall make the woman drink” 
(Numbers 5:24)? Rather, this verse indicates that the sota is given 
the bitter water to drink only after all the actions that are stated 
above are performed, i.e., erasing the scroll, sacrificing the meal- 
offering, and administering the oath. Therefore, this verse teaches 
that three matters preclude her from drinking: She does not drink 
until the handful is sacrificed, and until the scroll is erased, and 
until she accepts the oath upon herself. 


The Gemara elaborates: She does not drink until the handful is 
sacrificed. Rabbi Shimon conforms to his line of reasoning stated 
earlier, as he says that the priest sacrifices her meal-offering and 
afterward forces her to drink. 


The Gemara questions the second condition: She does not drink 
until the scroll is erased. Why does the baraita need to state this? 
But what could he give her to drink if the scroll was not yet erased 
into the water? Rav Ashi says: No, this halakha is necessary for 
an instance where the scroll was erased, but the impression of the 
ink is still discernible" on the parchment. The woman does not 
drink until the scroll is totally erased. 
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The Gemara discusses the third condition: She does not drink 
until she accepts the oath upon herself. One might infer from 
this statement that it is only that she does not drink before she 
accepts the oath; however, the scroll is written for her before she 
accepts the oath. But didn’t Rava say: With regard to a scroll ofa 
sota that was written before she accepted the oath upon herself, 
whoever wrote it did nothing, and the scroll is rendered invalid. 
The Gemara responds: This was cited for no reason, as in fact the 
scroll is not even written before she accepts the oath upon herself, 
and nothing should be inferred. 


The Gemara asks: With regard to what do the Rabbis and Rabbi 
Shimon disagree in the mishna? The Gemara answers: Three 
verses are written which pertain to drinking the bitter water: The 
first occurrence of the term is in the verse: “And he shall make 
the woman drink” (Numbers 5:24); the second: “And afterward 
he shall make the woman drink the water” (Numbers 5:26); and 
the last occurrence of the term is in the verse: “And he shall make 
her drink” (Numbers 5:27). 


The Rabbis hold that the first occurrence of the term: “And he 

shall make the woman drink,’ is written to teach the halakha itself, 
i.e, that the priest first forces her to drink and afterward sacri- 
fices her meal-offering. The second instance: “And afterward he 

shall make the woman drink,” is necessary to teach that as long 

as the impression of the writing is still discernible, the sota is not 

given the bitter water to drink. The third verse, the last occurrence 

of the term: “And he shall make her drink,” teaches that if the 

scroll was erased and then the woman says: I will not drink, she 

is forced to drink against her will. 


And Rabbi Shimon holds that the second verse: “And afterward 

he shall make the woman drink the water” (Numbers 5:26), 
is written to teach the halakha itself, i.e., that the priest first 

sacrifices her meal-offering and afterward forces her to drink. 
The first occurrence of the term: “And he shall make the woman 

drink,’ teaches that if he forced her to drink and only afterward 

sacrificed her meal-offering, the offering is nevertheless valid. 
The last occurrence of the term: “And he shall make her drink,” 
teaches that if the scroll was erased and then she said: I will not 

drink, she is forced to drink against her will. 


The Gemara explains the Rabbis’ opinion: And the Rabbis would 
respond to Rabbi Shimon that the verse does not begin the dis- 
cussion with a halakha that is applicable only after the fact, and 
therefore the initial mention of the drinking is referring to the 
proper time for the ritual. 


The Gemara asks: But does Rabbi Akiva in fact hold that the 
woman is forced to drink against her will? But isn’t it taught in 
a baraita ( Tosefta 2:3) that Rabbi Yehuda says: A hook [kelabus]' 
made of iron’ is forcibly placed into her mouth, so that if the 
scroll was erased and she said: I will not drink, she is forced to 
drink against her will. Rabbi Akiva said: It is not necessary to 
force her to drink. Don’t we need to force her to drink the water 
only in order to evaluate her fidelity? And isn’t she established 
as having been evaluated when she refuses to drink, as she is 
essentially admitting her guilt? Rather, Rabbi Akiva’s statement 
should be understood as follows: Until the handful is sacrificed 
she can retract her decision to drink the bitter water; however, 


once the handful is sacrificed she cannot retract her decision 
to drink. 


The Gemara asks: But according to your reasoning in explanation 
of Rabbi Akiva’s statement, this explanation itself should pose a 
difficulty for you. Why can’t she retract her decision once the 
handful is sacrificed? And isn’t she established as having been 
evaluated when she refuses to drink? 


LANGUAGE 
Hook [kelabus] - Dab: Apparently from the Latin clavus, 
which means a nail. From the description of the geonim it 
appears the kelabus was an object similar to large tongs 
in which bent nails were inserted in order to grasp metal 
articles during forging. 


NOTES 

A hook [kelabus] made of iron - bra by prays: 
Although the commentaries disagree with regard to the 
exact meaning of the term kelabus, it appears that its 
purpose was not to open her mouth; rather, it was placed 
in her open mouth to ensure that her mouth remained 
open so that she could be forced to drink (see Tosafot). 
The Tosefta (2:3) cites the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who 
disagrees and holds that they opened her mouth with 
tongs. 
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NOTES 

In a state of good health - xnwta nama: The 
Gemara explains later that if the woman admits that 
she is defiled, she is never given the water to drink. 
The discussion here refers to a woman who does not 
explicitly admit her guilt, yet refuses to drink. In this 
case, if she retracts her decision to drink while she is 
in good health and of clear mind, and she does not 
appear frightened, it is assumed that her refusal to drink 
is akin to a confession that she is defiled. However, if she 
appears frightened, it is possible that her refusal is due 
to fear that she will be harmed by the water even if she 
is innocent. In this case, if the scroll was already erased 
and the handful sacrificed, she is forced to drink so that 
the erasure will not be for nothing, as it is possible that 
she will be found innocent. 


Perek IH 
Daf20 Amuda 


NOTES 


And then she retracted her statement and said | will 

drink, etc. = ^31% Apiw TVNI TIM: If the woman 

said explicitly that she was defiled, she cannot retract 
her statement. The discussion here pertains to a woman 

who did not state explicitly that she was defiled; how- 
ever, her refusal to drink is interpreted in this manner, 
and the Gemara questions whether she can claim that 
her refusal to drink was only due to fear. Some com- 
mentaries write that were she to claim explicitly that 
her initial refusal was due to fear, she would certainly 
be believed. This case is comparable to that of a woman 

who informed her husband that she was menstruating 

and afterward retracted her statement and claimed that 
she was ritually pure, in which case the halakha is that 
if she provided a pretext for her initial statement, she 

is believed. The Gemara raises this question only in a 

case where she did not explain her reasons for initially 
refusing to drink but merely claimed that she is now 
willing to drink the water (Minhat Hinnukh). 


It is necessary to put a bitter substance into the water, 
etc. — 19) oat Jind Ww pW Pg: The water is called 
“the water of bitterness” (Numbers 5:23) even before it 
is drunk, although it might not cause any harm. This 
indicates that it is not so named because it causes 
death, but because it is already bitter (Rashi). Others 
add that the additional phrase “the water of bitterness 
that causes the curse” (Numbers 5:18) indicates that the 
water's bitterness is unrelated to its causing a curse. The 
ink and dust added to the water do not cause it to be 
bitter, and therefore something bitter must be added. 
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The Gemara answers: This is not difficult; this case, where she 
is forced to drink, is referring to a situation where she retracts 
her decision to drink due to fear, as her refusal is not viewed as 
an admission of guilt, and it is possible that ifshe drinks she will 
be found undefiled. And that case, where she does not drink, is 
referring to a situation where she retracts her decision in a state 
of good health." Since she does not appear to be afraid, her 
refusal is viewed as an admission of guilt. 


And this is what Rabbi Akiva is saying: In any case where she 
retracts her decision to drink in a state of good health, she does 
not drink at all. With regard to a sota who retracts her decision 
due to fear, if she retracts her decision before the handful is 
sacrificed, when the scroll has not yet been erased; or even if 
the scroll was already erased, since the priests acted incorrectly 
when they erased it beforehand; she can retract her decision. 
Once the handful is sacrificed, in which case the priests acted 
correctly when they erased the scroll, she cannot retract her 
decision, and she is forced to drink against her will. 


The Gemara asks: The statement of Rabbi Akiva is difficult, as 
it is contradicted by another statement of Rabbi Akiva: There, 
in the first baraita, he said that erasure prevents the authorities 
from compelling the woman to drink the water if she retracted 
her decision to drink, and here he says that the sacrifice of the 
handful prevents the authorities from compelling the woman 
to drink the water. In other words, according to the first baraita 
the woman can retract her decision to drink until the scroll is 
erased, whereas according to the second baraita she can retract 
her decision until the handful is sacrificed. 


The Gemara responds: There is a dispute between two tanna’im, 
and they disagree with regard to the opinion of Rabbi Akiva. 
They disagree with regard to what point in time, according to 
Rabbi Akiva, is the final moment at which a woman can refuse 
to drink the bitter water without being forced to do so. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: If she initially said: I 
will not drink, while in a state of good health, and then she 

retracted her statement and said: I will drink,” what is the 

halakha? Does one say that when she said: I will not drink, it is 

as if she confessed and said: I am defiled, and since she estab- 
lished herself as defiled she cannot retract her statement?” Or 
perhaps when she said: I will drink, she revealed her thoughts 

that it was only due to fear that she said she will not drink? The 

Gemara concludes that the dilemma shall stand unresolved. 


Shmuel’s father says: It is necessary for one to put a bitter 
substance into the water that the sota drinks. What is the 
reason for this? It is as the verse states: “And he shall blot them 
out into the water of bitterness” (Numbers 5:23), indicating that 
they are already bitter before the scroll is erased. 


She cannot retract her statement - Aa TITI NIYA xd: A sota who, 
due to fear, says: | will not drink, may later retract her statement 
and say: | will drink. However, if she said: | will not drink, when she 
is in good health and unafraid, she may not later recant and say: | 
will drink (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:3). 


HALAKHA 


It is necessary to put a bitter substance into the water, etc. — 
^D OT ib va PW PAY: A bitter substance, e.g., wormwood, 
must be placed into the water that the sota drinks, as the verse 
(Number 5:23) describes that water as “the water of bitterness” 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:10). 
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MI S H N Ifbefore the scroll was erased she said: 

I will not drink,” the scroll that was 
written for her is sequestered, and her meal-offering is burned 
and scattered over the place of the ashes, and her scroll is 
not fit to give to another sota to drink. If the scroll was erased 
and afterward she said: I am defiled," the water is poured out, 
and her meal-offering is scattered" in the place of the ashes. 
If the scroll was already erased and she said: I will not drink, 
she is forced to drink against her will. 


When a guilty woman drinks she does not manage to finish 
drinking" before her face turns green" and her eyes bulge, 
and her skin becomes full of protruding veins, and the people 
standing in the Temple say: Remove her, so that she does not 
render the Temple courtyard impure by dying there. 


The mishna limits the scope of the previous statement: If she 
has merit, it delays punishment for her and she does not die 
immediately. There is a merit that delays punishment for one 
year, there is a larger merit that delays punishment for two 
years, and there is a merit that delays punishment for three 
years. From here Ben Azzai states: A person is obligated to 
teach" his daughter Torah, so that if she drinks and does 
not die immediately, she will know that some merit she has 
delayed punishment for her. Rabbi Fliezer says: Anyone who 
teaches his daughter Torah" is teaching her promiscuity 


[tiflut]."t 


Rabbi Yehoshua says: A woman desires to receive the amount 
of a kav of food and a sexual relationship [tiflut] rather than 
to receive nine kav of food and abstinence. He would say: A 
foolish man of piety, and a conniving wicked person, and an 
abstinent woman [perusha],® and those who injure them- 


selves out of false abstinence; all these are people who erode 
the world." 


HALAKHA 


If before the scroll was erased she said | will not drink, etc. — “1% 
ADIT yx TAX Aba mT KW: If the woman says: | will 
not drink, before the scroll is erased, then the scroll is sequestered, 
and it is not fit to give to another sota to drink. Her meal-offering 
is scattered over the place of the ashes. If she says: | will not drink, 
once the scroll has been erased, she is forced to drink against 
her will, and it is explained to her that if she is not defiled she 
will not be harmed by the water (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot 
Sota 4:4-5). 


She said: | am defiled - "ure Mx1a0” TYAN: If she says: | am defiled, 
even if the scroll has been erased, the water is poured out and 
her meal-offering is scattered in the place of the ashes (Rambam 
Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:6). 


Her face turns green, etc. — 131 Nip mas: If she is defiled, her 
face immediately turns green, her eyes bulge out, and her veins 
protrude, and the people standing in the Temple say: Remove 
her from the Temple courtyard, lest she begin menstruating 
and render the Temple courtyard impure (see 20b). She is then 
removed from the women’s courtyard where she is standing 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:16). 


Anyone who teaches his daughter Torah - min ina abate: 
A woman who studies Torah receives a reward, but her reward is 
not equal to that of a man because, unlike men, she is not com- 
manded to learn. Despite the fact that women receive a reward 
if they study Torah, the Sages ruled that a man should not teach 
Torah to his daughter, since most women’s minds are not attuned 
to learning and they render the words of the Torah into nonsense. 
Therefore, the Sages stated: Anyone who teaches his daughter 
Torah is considered as though he taught her foolishness. 


This applies only with regard to the Oral Torah; however, with 
regard to the Written Torah, although one should not teach the 
Written Torah to one’s daughter, it is not considered as though 
he taught her foolishness. The distinction between the Oral and 
Written Torah stems from the statement of Rabbi Elazar ben 
Azarya in tractate Hagiga (3a) that women are also required 
to participate in the mitzva of assembly, i.e., the obligation to 
assemble in the Temple on Sukkot in the year following the 
Sabbatical Year in order to hear the Written Torah being read 
publicly (Bah). 

Some of the later authorities state that the above ruling does 
not apply to a woman who decides to study Torah on her own 
initiative, as by doing so she proves that she does not belong 
in the category of women who turn the Torah into nonsense 
Perisha). 

The Rema writes that women are certainly obligated to learn 
he halakhot that are applicable to them. The later authorities 
write that nowadays, when women study secular subjects, it is 
incumbent upon them to study Torah as well, and girls should be 
aught at least the entire Written Torah and the ethical teachings 
of tractate Avot (Likkutei Halakhot). Furthermore, some authorities 
state that women are required to study those parts of the Torah 
hat deal with matters of faith, as women are obligated to believe 
in God and to love and fear Him (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot 
Talmud Torah 1:13; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 246:6). 


People who erode the world - ohiy an: If one gives all his 
money to charity or spends all his money on other mitzvot, 
he is not pious but foolish, and he is considered one of those 
who erode the world (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Arakhin 
VaHaramim 8:13). 


NOTES 

And her meal-offering is scattered — nena Annan: 
The commentaries explain that if the woman refuses to 
drink without admitting infidelity, her meal-offering is 
burned in the place of the ashes, located in the Temple 
courtyard, and its ashes are scattered (see 22b). The reason 
for this is that since the meal-offering was consecrated 
in a service vessel, it must be burned. In the second case 
in the mishna, where the woman admits her infidelity, 
the meal-offering is scattered without being burned, as, 
although the meal-offering was consecrated in a service 
vessel, her admission clarifies that the consecration was 
in error, and therefore it need not be burned (Meiri). 


She does not manage to finish drinking — npsdra Ay 
mnw: This is an exaggeration, as the water does not 
affect her until she drinks the entire amount. This phrase 
is used to emphasize that the effect of the water occurs 
immediately afterward Jerusalem Talmud). 


A person is obligated to teach, etc. - 151 aah DIN am: 
If a woman learns Torah and is later accused of being a 
sota, she will know that even if she survives the evaluation 
of the water despite her infidelity, it is not because the 
water is powerless but because of her merit. Although the 
knowledge that it is possible to survive the evaluation of 
the water could cause a woman to commit adultery, it is 
nevertheless preferable that they become aware of this 
possibility, as the lack of this knowledge is more likely to 
cause a lack of fear of the water, as rumors will be spread 
that the water is powerless (Etz Yosef). 


Is teaching her promiscuity [tiflut] - mban amih: 
Rashi interprets the term tiflut as referring to promiscu- 
ous behavior, while the Rambam interprets the term as 
referring to idle nonsense (Rambam’s Commentary on 
the Mishna). According to some versions of the text, the 
mishna reads: Anyone who teaches his daughter Torah is 
considered as though he taught her promiscuity. How- 
ever, it is evident from the Gemara (21b) that this is not 
the actual text of the mishna; rather it is the Gemara’s 
interpretation of the mishna (Meiri). 


LANGUAGE 

Promiscuity [tiflut] - nban: The root tav, peh, lamed 
refers to that which is meaningless or worthless. This 
literal definition fits well according to the Rambam’s 
interpretation that the term here is referring to idle non- 
sense. Alternatively, the term can be understood as a 
euphemism for words or acts of a sexual nature, whether 
adulterous, as in the statement of Rabbi Eliezer, or of a 
permitted nature, as in the statement of Rabbi Yehoshua. 
This interpretation is indicated by the fact that the term 
is contrasted with abstinence, both here and elsewhere, 
and might have been influenced by the similar root tet, 
peh, lamed, which denotes attachment and bonding, as 
in the attachment of a man and a woman. 


BACKGROUND 


An abstinent woman [perusha] - nwa mwy: The 
mishna refers critically to women who are unwilling 
o accept a life of abstinence, yet at the same time it 
declares that an abstinent woman, as well those who 
injure themselves out of false abstinence, are among 
hose who erode the world. The Gemara (22a-b) explains 
hat the mishna’s criticism pertains to individuals who 
are self-righteous, sanctimonious, and hypocritical. The 
erms perusha and perushin can be translated as those 
who engage in self-restraint, but they can also carry 
he negative connotation of separatists who reject com- 
munity norms. The term perushim, sometimes rendered 
perushin, i.e., Pharisees, was also used by the opponents 
of rabbinic Judaism in reference to the rabbinic Sages, 
often in a derogatory sense. Its usage here appears to 
be an example of self-criticism on the part of the Sages 
with regard to the activities of some members of their 
community. 


291p: SOTA: PEREKIII:20A 123 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


LANGUAGE 


Scribe [lavlar] - b: This word is derived from the Latin 
librarius, which means scribe or writer, and refers to one 
whose profession is to write promissory notes or other 
documents. 


NOTES 
Lest you omit a single letter - nN Nix YDIN Kaw: 


According to the Ritva, Rabbi Yishmael means that any ‘let- 


ter omitted or added to the text of a Torah scroll invalidates 


it, even if it does not alter the meaning of the verse. How- 


ever, most of the commentaries explain that the Gemara is 
referring to additional or missing letters that change the 


meaning of the text and transform the text into a blasphe- 


mous statement. Rashi provides some examples of this. 
For instance, with regard to the verse: “But the Lord God 
is the true God [emet]” (Jeremiah 10:10), if one omitted the 


first letter of the word emet, the word would become met, 


which means: He is dead. 


Rendering it the letter reish which could be a critical 
error - W” mb nw: For example, if when writing: “The 
Lord is one [ehad}" (Deuteronomy 6:4), the dalet at the end 
of ehad became a reish, it would read: The Lord is another 
[aher]. 


HALAKHA =£—————————_- 
Copper sulfate put into the ink — #17 sind Dm: A 
Torah scroll, as well as phylacteries and mezuzot, must 
be written with ink prepared from the soot produced by 
burning oils and soaked in gallnut juice, as this ink is both 


durable and erasable. If one wrote with ink containing cop- 


per sulfate or similar substances that prevent the writing 
from being erased, the Torah scroll is valid, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, provided that the ink is black 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 
1:4; Shulhan Arukh Yoreh De‘a 271:6). 
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G E M ARA Rav Yehuda says that Shmuel says in 

the name of Rabbi Meir: When I was 
studying Torah before Rabbi Akiva, as his disciple, I used to 
put copper sulfate into the ink with which I wrote Torah scrolls, 
and he did not say anything to me in protest. Afterward, when 
I came to learn Torah before Rabbi Yishmael, he said to me: 
My son, what is your vocation? I said to him: I am a scribe 
[lavlar ]t who writes Torah scrolls. He said to me: My son, be 
careful in your work, as your work is the work of Heaven, lest 
you omit a single letter" from the Torah scroll or add a single 
letter, and in this you are found to be destroying the entire 
world if the mistake alters the meaning of the verse and results 
in blasphemy. 


Rabbi Meir continues: I said to Rabbi Yishmael: I have one 
substance that I put into the ink, and it is called copper sulfate, 
which prevents the writing from being erased. He said to me: 
And may copper sulfate be put into the ink?" The Torah clearly 
said with regard to the scroll of the sota: “And the priest shall 
write these curses in a scroll, and he shall blot them out into 
the water of bitterness” (Numbers 5:23). This indicates that the 
Torah requires writing that can be blotted out. 


Since Rabbi Meir’s remark about copper sulfate seems unrelated 
to Rabbi Yishmael’s previous statement, the Gemara asks: What 
is Rabbi Yishmael saying to Rabbi Meir, and what is Rabbi Meir 
replying to Rabbi Yishmael? 


The Gemara explains: This is what Rabbi Meir is saying to him: 
It is not necessary to say that I do not err in omissions and 
additions, as I am an expert. Rather, there is not even any 
reason for concern with regard to a fly lest it come and sit on 
the protrusion of the letter dalet and erase it, thereby render- 
ing it the letter reish, which could be a critical error." There is no 
concern of this erasure occurring, since I have a certain sub- 
stance that I put into the ink and that prevents the writing from 
being erased, and it is called copper sulfate. 


The Gemara questions the initial part of Rabbi Meir’s statement: 
Is that so? But isn’t it taught in a baraita that Rabbi Meir 
said: When I was studying Torah before Rabbi Yishmael, I 
used to put copper sulfate into the ink with which I wrote 
Torah scrolls, and he did not say anything to me. Afterward, 
when I came to learn Torah with Rabbi Akiva, he prohibited 
me from doing so. 


The Gemara points out that there are two separate contradictions 

between the two statements: Rav Yehuda’s statement with regard 

to Rabbi Meir first serving Rabbi Akiva as a disciple is difficult, 
as it is contradicted by the statement of the baraita with regard 

to his first serving Rabbi Yishmael. Furthermore, Rav Yehuda’s 

statement is difficult, since he states that it was Rabbi Yishmael 

who prohibited the addition of copper sulfate, and this is con- 
tradicted by the statement of the baraita that it was Rabbi Akiva 

who prohibited it. 


The Gemara answers: Granted, the apparent contradiction 
between Rav Yehuda’s statement with regard to Rabbi Meir’s 
serving Rabbi Akiva first, and the statement of the baraita 
with regard to serving Rabbi Yishmael first, poses no difficulty. 
Initially, he came before Rabbi Akiva to study, but since he 
could not comprehend his extremely complicated method of 
learning, he came before Rabbi Yishmael and learned the oral 
tradition from him. Afterward, he returned and came before 
Rabbi Akiva and studied his method of logical reasoning in 
order to understand the reasons behind the halakhot he had 
already learned. 
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However, the contradiction between Rav Yehuda’s statement that 
it was Rabbi Yishmael who prohibited the addition of copper 
sulfate and the statement of the baraita that it was Rabbi Akiva 
who prohibited it still poses a difficulty. The Gemara concludes: 
Indeed, the matter is difficult. 


It is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda says that Rabbi Meir 
would say: Copper sulfate may be put into the ink that is 
used for all sacred writings, i.e., Torah scrolls, phylacteries, and 
mezuzot, 


except for the ink used to write the Torah passage about the sota, 
even when written in a Torah scroll. Rabbi Ya’akov says in the 
name of Rabbi Meir: It is except for the ink used to write the 
scroll with the sota passage used in the Temple." The Gemara 
asks: What is the difference between these two opinions? The 
Gemara replies: Rabbi Yirmeya says that there is a difference 
between them with regard to whether it is permitted to erase the 
passage for the sota from a Torah scroll. According to Rabbi 
Yehuda, Rabbi Meir holds that this is permitted, and therefore 
the passage in the Torah scroll must be written with ink that does 
not contain copper sulfate, so that it can be erased. By contrast, 
according to Rabbi Ya'akov, Rabbi Meir holds that it is prohibited 
to erase the passage from a Torah scroll, and therefore the passage 
may be written with ink containing copper sulfate. 


The Gemara assumes that according to Rabbi Ya'akov it is prohib- 
ited to erase the passage from a Torah scroll, since he holds that 
the scroll must be written for the sake of the sota, whereas Rabbi 
Yehuda, who permits this, holds that the scroll need not be writ- 
ten for the sake of the sota. And therefore, the opinions of these 
tanna’im are parallel to the opinions of those tanna’im, as it is 
taught in a baraita: The scroll of one sota is not fit" to be used in 
the preparation of the water to give to another sota to drink, as 
it was not written for the sake of the other sota. Rabbi Ahai bar 
Yoshiya says: Her scroll is fit to be used in the preparation of the 
water to give to another sota to drink, since it does not need to 
be written for the sake of the sota. 


Rav Pappa said: Perhaps that is not so, and the two disputes are 

not comparable. It is possible that the first tanna of the baraita 

states that the scroll may not be used for another sota only there, 
in the case if a scroll written for a specific woman; since it was 

originally designated in the name of one woman, e.g., Rachel, 
it cannot again be designated in the name of another woman, 
e.g., Leah. However, in the case of a Torah scroll, which is writ- 
ten without specifying anyone, indeed we may erase the pas- 
sage to prepare the water for a sota even though it was not written 

for her sake. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said that the comparison between the 
two disputes can be refuted for a different reason: Perhaps that 
is not so. It is possible that Rabbi Ahai bar Yoshiya states that 
the scroll may be used for another sota only there, with regard 
to the scroll written for a specific sota, as it was written for the 
purpose of the curses of a sota in general. However, in the case 
of a Torah scroll, which is written to be learned from, indeed 
we may not erase it for a sota, as it was not written for the sake 
of a sota at all. 
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HALAKHA 
Except for the ink used to write the scroll with the sota 
passage used in the Temple - wp bw moio nwan yin: 
The sota scroll is written with ink that does not contain copper 
sulfate and therefore can be erased (Rambam Sefer Nashim, 
Hilkhot Sota 3:8). 


The scroll of one sota is not fit, etc. — ^3) nY anyan px: 
The sota scroll must be written for the sake of a specific sota. If 
it was not written for her sake, it is unfit for use. A scroll written 
for the sake of one woman is not fit for use in the evaluation of 
any other woman (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:4). 
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HALAKHA 

One who wrote a bill of divorce with which to divorce his 
wife, etc. -^D MW NY wy ana: Ifa bill of divorce was 
not written for the sake of the specific man and woman 
using the bill of divorce, it is not valid. Therefore, if one 
wrote a bill of divorce and then decided not to use it, then 
even if he later found a person from his city with the same 
name who is married to a woman of the same name, the 
second individual cannot use the bill of divorce (Rambam 
Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Geirushin 3:1-2; Shulhan Arukh, Even 
HaEzer 131:1-2). 


NOTES 


It is referring to the erasure — mma: The Rosh explains 
that although the sota passage need not be written for the 
sake of a specific woman, it does need to be written for the 
purpose of cursing, as the verse states: “And he shall write 
the curses” (Numbers 5:23). Therefore, the sota passage in 
the Torah scroll, which is written for study purposes, may 
not be used for a sota (Tosefot HaRosh). 
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BACKGROUND 


In the Levite camp - minh mana: When the Jewish people 
were in the wilderness, the camp was arranged around the 
Tabernacle and divided into three areas. The first camp was that 
of the Divine Presence, which included the Tabernacle and its 
courtyard. The second camp was the Levite camp, whose tents 
surrounded the Tabernacle. Surrounding this was the Israelite 
camp, where the rest of the nation pitched their tents. Those 
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The Gemara asks: And doesn’t Rabbi Ahai bar Yoshiya hold in 
accordance with that which is taught in a mishna (Gittin 24a): With 
regard to one who wrote a bill of divorce with which to divorce his 
wife" but later reconsidered and did not divorce her, if a resident 
of his city found him and said to him: My name is the same as 
your name, and my wife’s name is the same as your wife’s name; 
give me the bill of divorce, and I will use it to divorce my wife, it is 
unfit to divorce the other woman with it. The reason for this is 
that it was written for the sake of another woman. Seemingly, the 
same principle should apply with regard to the scroll of a sota. 


The Sages say in response: There, with regard to a bill of divorce, 
the Merciful One states: “And he shall write for her a bill of 
divorce” (Deuteronomy 24:1). This teaches that we require the 
writing to be performed for the sake of the specific woman. How- 
ever, no similar requirement is mentioned with regard to a sota. The 
Gemara asks: Here, too, with regard to the sota, the verse states: 
“And the priest shall perform with her all of this law” (Numbers 
5:30), indicating that the ritual must be performed for the sake 
of the specific woman. The Gemara answers: What is the per- 
formance referred to in the verse? It is referring to the erasure," 
whereas the writing need not be done for the sake of a specific 
woman. 


§ The mishna states: When a guilty woman drinks she does not 
manage to finish drinking before her face turns green and her 
eyes bulge, and her skin becomes full of protruding veins. The 
Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion is this mishna, 
which indicates that the water evaluates her while she is still drink- 
ing? It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who 
says: The priest sacrifices her meal-offering and afterward forces 
her to drink, because according to the opinion of the Rabbis the 
meal-offering is sacrificed only after she drinks, and as long as her 
meal-offering has not been sacrificed the water does not evaluate 
her, as it is written: “And he shall bring her offering for her... for it 
is a meal-offering of jealousy, a meal-offering of remembrance, a 
reminder of iniquity” (Numbers 5:15). 


The Gemara asks: Say the latter clause of the mishna: If she has 
merit, it delays her punishment for her. We arrive at the opinion 
of the Rabbis, as, if this statement were in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon, didn’t he say: Merit does not delay 
punishment in the case of the bitter water of a sota? 


Rav Hisda said: In accordance with whose opinion is this mishna? 

It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, who says: The 

priest sacrifices her meal-offering and afterward forces her to 

drink. With regard to the order of the ritual he holds in accordance 

with Rabbi Shimon, and with regard to the matter of merit delay- 
ing punishment, he holds in accordance with the opinion of the 

Rabbis. 


§ The mishna states: And the people standing in the Temple say: 
Remove her, so that she does not render the Temple courtyard 
impure. The Gemara explains: What is the reason for this? It is 
lest she die there immediately and render the women’s courtyard, 
where she drinks the water, impure. The Gemara asks: Is this to say 
that a corpse is prohibited from being in the women’s courtyard, 
which has the same status as the Levite camp’ in the desert? 


who were impure were required to remain outside the first, 
the second, or the third camp, depending on the type of ritual 
impurity involved. 

When the Temple was built in Jerusalem, a correspond- 
ing division was instituted. The Temple and its courtyard were 
equivalent to the camp of the Divine Presence, the Temple 
Mount was equivalent to the Levite camp, and the city of 


Jerusalem was equivalent to the Israelite camp. The women's 
courtyard was situated immediately outside the entrance to the 
Temple courtyard, and by Torah law its sanctity was equivalent 
to that of the Temple Mount. However, the Sages ordained that 
the sanctity of the women’s courtyard would be greater than 
that of the Temple Mount. 
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But isn’t it taught in a baraita: One who is ritually impure with 
impurity imparted by a corpse is permitted to enter" the Levite 
camp." And the Sages said this not only with regard to one who is 
ritually impure with impurity imparted by a corpse; rather, even a 
corpse itself may be brought into the Levite camp, as it is stated: 
“And Moses took the bones of Joseph with him” (Exodus 13:19), 
which is interpreted to mean: With him, in his vicinity, even though 
Moses was in the Levite camp. 


Abaye said: The woman is removed not due to a concern that she will 

die there but lest the fear of the water cause her to begin to menstru- 
ate, and it is prohibited for a menstruating woman to enter the Levite 

camp. The Gemara asks: Is this to say that fear causes muscular 
relaxation and menstrual bleeding?” The Gemara responds: Yes, as 

it is written: “And the Queen was exceedingly pained” (Esther 4:4), 
and Rav says: This means that she began to menstruate. The Gemara 

asks: But didn’t we learn in a mishna (Nidda 39a) that trepidation 

eliminates the flow of menstrual blood? Presumably, the sota experi- 
ences trepidation. The Gemara answers: Trepidation generated by 
extended worry contracts the muscles and prevents the blood from 

flowing, but sudden fear relaxes the muscles and causes the blood 

to flow. 


§ The mishna states: If she has merit, it delays punishment... for 
one year... for two years... for three years. The Gemara asks: Whose 
opinion is expressed in the mishna? It is not the opinion of Abba 
Yosei ben Hanan, and not the opinion of Rabbi Elazar ben Yitzhak 
of Kefar Darom, and not the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael. 


This is as it is taught in a baraita: If she has merit, it delays punish- 
ment for her for three months, equivalent to the time necessary to 

recognize the fetus; this is the statement of Abba Yosei ben Hanan." 

Rabbi Elazar ben Yitzhak of Kefar Darom says: Merit delays punish- 
ment for nine months, as it is stated: “Then she shall be cleared, 
and shall conceive seed” (Numbers 5:28). Itis possible to infer from 
this that if she has merit she will be cleared temporarily, for the length 

of time required to conceive a child, and there, in Psalms, it says: 

“A seed shall serve him; it shall be told of the Lord unto the next 
generation” (Psalms 22:31). This indicates that the seed must be fit 

to tell of the Lord once it matures, and a child can live only if it is 

born after the culmination of nine months in the womb. 


Rabbi Yishmael says: Merit delays punishment for twelve months. 
And although there is no explicit proof for the concept of merit 
delaying punishment for twelve months, there is an allusion to the 
concept, as it is written that Daniel said to Nebuchadnezzar after 
interpreting Nebuchadnezzar’s dream concerning the evil which 
would befall him: “Therefore, O king, let my counsel be acceptable 
to you, and redeem your sins with charity, and your iniquities by 
showing mercy to the poor; 


NOTES 


One whois ritually impure with impurity imparted by a corpse 
is permitted to enter, etc. - ^3) pth ava a xiv: The early 
commentaries raise a difficulty: A mishna (Kelim 1: 8) states tha 
one who contracted impurity imparted by a corpse may no 
enter even the rampart, which was situated beyond the women’s 
courtyard. This contradicts the Gemara's statement here that even 
a corpse may reside in the women's courtyard. They answer tha 
he prohibition cited in tractate Kelim is a rabbinic prohibition, 
whereas the Gemara here is referring to Torah law. 

The commentaries ask: Why does the Gemara conclude tha 
he sota is removed lest she begin to menstruate? Perhaps she is 
removed due to the rabbinic prohibition against a corpse being 
present in the women's courtyard. Some explain that the rab- 
binic prohibition prohibits an impure person only from entering 
he sanctified areas, but if one is rendered impure with impurity 
imparted by a corpse within the rampart, he is not obligated 
o leave (Tosefot HaRash). Similarly, the Meiri cites Tosafot, who 


explain that the Sages prohibited one from entering the ram- 
part and the women’s courtyard while impure lest one continue 
beyond the permitted area. However, the sota clearly has no inten- 
tion of entering further, as she likely wishes to leave as quickly as 
possible, and therefore the rabbinic prohibition does not apply 
to her. The Meiri also cites an alternative answer in the name of 
Tosafot: If the sota were removed due to this rabbinic prohibition, 
she would not be removed until she showed signs of dying. 


Equivalent to the time necessary to recognize the fetus; this 
is the statement of Abba Yosei ben Hanan — ,\a1yit m27 1D 
Ja ya *DP xag 1147: Rashi explains that Abba Yosei also bases 
his opinion on the verse cited below by Rabbi Elazar ben Yitzhak: 
“Then she shall be cleared, and shall conceive seed” (Numbers 
5:28). Abba Yosei infers from the verse that if she has merit she 
will be cleared temporarily, for the length of time required to 
visibly conceive seed. 


HALAKHA 

One who is ritually impure with impurity imparted 
by a corpse is permitted to enter the Levite camp — 
and mani) maah mia ng wiv: The Temple Mount has 
a status equivalent to the Levite camp in the desert, 
and entry to it is prohibited for anyone who is ritually 
impure due to a bodily secretion, e.g., a zav or a zava. 
However, a corpse may be brought onto the Temple 
Mount, and certainly one who is ritually impure due to 
contact with a corpse may enter (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Beit HaBehira7:15). 


BACKGROUND 


Fear causes muscular relaxation and menstrual 
bleeding - D27 npon mtn: The menstrual cycle 
is dependent on hormonal activity, which is heavily 
impacted by one’s mind-set. Extreme emotional stress, 
e.g., a continuous state of fear, can prevent a woman 
from menstruating for a lengthy period of time. On the 
other hand, sudden fear and other strong emotions can 
lead to a flow of menstrual blood, even at an abnormal 
time in the menstrual cycle. 
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HALAKHA 


One who is not commanded to do so and performs 
a mitzva — nwy MyM AWK: A woman is not com- 
manded to learn Torah. However, if she does learn 
Torah, she is rewarded as one who performs a 
mitzva in which one is not obligated (Rambam Sefer 
HaMadda, Hilkhot Talmud Torah 1:1, 13; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 246:6). 


NOTES 


This is referring to the time of death — nmn it: Some 
commentaries explain that the Torah one learns pro- 
tects one from a painful death. Others explain that 
it protects one from punishment in the grave. The 
Meiri explains that the Torah watches over one’s soul 
in heaven between death and the time to come after 
the resurrection of the dead. 


Of the thorns and of the pits, etc. - pa Dy tpt pa 
^3 onna: These represent three types of spiritual 
dangers that one encounters during one’s lifetime. 
Thorns, pits, and thistles are obstacles one encounters 
while walking; they allude to worldly temptations that 
do not entice one unless one engages in them of his 
own accord. Thieves and wild animals represent dan- 
gers that creep up on a person; they allude to wicked 
individuals who might persuade one to follow evil 
paths. The third danger, losing one’s way, alludes to 
the fundamental question of whether one is following 
the right path in life (Rabbi David Luria). 
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and then there shall be an extension to your tranquility” (Daniel 
4:24). And it is written: “All this came upon King Nebuchad- 
nezzar” (Daniel 4:25), and it is written in the following verse that 
this occurred: “At the end of twelve months” (Daniel 4:26). None 
of the opinions in the baraita are in accordance with the mishna’s 
statement that merit can delay punishment for up to three years. 


The Gemara answers: Actually, the mishna is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael, who states that merit delays pun- 
ishment for one year, and he found a verse which states and 
repeats the possibility that punishment can be delayed, indicating 
that merit can delay punishment up to three times, as it is written: 
“Thus says the Lord: For three transgressions of Edom, yes, but 
for four, I will not reverse it” (Amos 1:11). Punishment can therefore 
be delayed for three consecutive periods of one year. 


The Gemara asks: And what does Rabbi Yishmael mean by stating: 
Although there is no explicit proof for the concept of merit 
delaying punishment for twelve months, there is an allusion to 
the concept? The verses he cites state explicitly that punishment 
can be delayed for twelve months. The Gemara answers: The proof 
is not explicit, as perhaps gentiles are different, as swift judgment 
is not administered upon them as readily as it is upon the Jewish 
people, with whom God is more precise in executing judgment. 


§ The mishna states: And there is a merit that delays punishment 
for three years. The Gemara asks: Which merit can delay the pun- 
ishment of a sota? If we say it is the merit of the Torah that she has 
studied; but a woman who studies Torah is one who is not com- 
manded to do so and performs a mitzva," whose reward is less than 
that of one who is obligated? Therefore, it would be insufficient to 
suspend her punishment. Rather, perhaps it is the merit of a mitzva 
that she performed. 


The Gemara asks: Does the merit of a mitzva protect one so much 
as to delay her punishment? But isn’t it taught in a baraita: Rabbi 
Menahem bar Yosei interpreted this verse homiletically: “For the 
mitzva is a lamp and the Torah is light” (Proverbs 6:23). The verse 
associates the mitzva with a lamp and the Torah with the light 
of the sun. The mitzva is associated with a lamp in order to say 
to you: Just as a lamp does not protect one by its light extensively 
but only temporarily, while the lamp is in one’s hand, so too, a 
mitzva protects one only temporarily, i.e., while one is performing 
the mitzva. 


And the Torah is associated with light in order to say to you: Just 
as the light of the sun protects one forever, so too, the Torah one 
studies protects one forever; and it states in the previous verse 
with regard to the Torah: “When you walk, it shall lead you; when 
you lie down, it shall watch over you; and when you awake, it shall 
talk with you” (Proverbs 6:22). The Gemara explains: “When you 
walk, it shall lead you”; this is referring to when one is in this 
world. “When you lie down, it shall watch over you”; this is 
referring to the time of death," when one lies in his grave. “And 
when you awake, it shall talk with you”; this is referring to the 
time to come after the resurrection of the dead. The Torah that 
one studies protects and guides him both in this world and in the 
next world. 


This can be illustrated by a parable, as it is comparable to a man 
who is walking in the blackness of night and the darkness, and 
he is afraid of the thorns, and of the pits," and of the thistles, 
which he cannot see due to the darkness. And he is also afraid of 
the wild animals and of the bandits that lurk at night, and he does 
not know which way he is walking. 
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If a torch of fire comes his way, which is analogous to a mitzva, 
he is safe from the thorns and from the pits and from the this- 
tles, but he is still afraid of the wild animals and of the bandits, 
and still does not know which way he is walking. Once the light 
of dawn rises, which is analogous to Torah study, he is safe from 
the wild animals and from the bandits, which no longer roam 
the roads, but he still does not know which way he is walking. If 
he arrives at a crossroads and recognizes the way, he is saved 
from all of them. 


Alternatively, the verse associates the mitzva with a lamp and the 
Torah with the light of the sun in order to teach that a transgres- 
sion extinguishes the merit of a mitzva" one performed, but a 
transgression does not extinguish the merit of the Torah one 
studied, as it is stated: “Many waters cannot extinguish the love, 
neither can the floods drown it” (Song of Songs 8:7). The Torah 
is compared to love several times in the Song of Songs. One can 
conclude from the baraita that the merit of performing a mitzva 
is insufficient to suspend punishment. 


Rav Yosef said that with regard to a mitzva, at the time when one 
is engaged in its performance it protects one from misfortune 
and saves one from the evil inclination; at the time when one is 
not engaged in its performance, it protects one from misfortune 
but it does not save one from the evil inclination. With regard to 
Torah study, both at the time when one is engaged in it and at 
the time when one is not engaged in it, it protects one from 
misfortune and saves one from the evil inclination. Therefore, the 
merit of the woman’s mitzvot does protect her from misfortune 
and delay her punishment. 


Rabba objects to this explanation: If that is so, then with regard 

to Doeg (see 1 Samuel, chapters 21-22) and Ahithophel (see 

11 Samuel, chapter 16), who were both wise scholars despite their 
wickedness, did they not engage in the study of Torah?" Why did 

it not protect them from sinning? Rather, Rava said: With regard 

to Torah study, at the time when one is engaged in it, it protects 

and saves; at the time when one is not engaged in it, it protects 

one from misfortune but it does not save one from the evil inclina- 
tion. With regard to a mitzva, both at the time when one is 

engaged in its performance and at the time when one is not 

engaged in its performance, it protects one from misfortune but 
it does not save one from the evil inclination. 


Ravina said: Actually, the merit that delays the punishment of 
the sota is the merit of Torah study, and with regard to that 
which you say, i.e., that she is not commanded to do so and 
performs a mitzva, the mishna is not referring to the merit of 
her own Torah study. Granted, she is not commanded to study 
Torah herself;" however, in reward for causing their sons to 
read the Written Torah and to learn the Mishna," and for waiting 
for their husbands until they come home from the study 
hall, don’t they share the reward with their sons and husbands? 
Therefore, if the sota enabled her sons and husband to study 
Torah, the merit of their Torah study can protect her and delay 
her punishment. 


With regard to the aforementioned parable, the Gemara asks: 
What is the meaning of the crossroads, which provide clarity? 
Rav Hisda says: This is referring to a Torah scholar and his day 
of death. Due to his continued commitment to the Torah, when 
the time comes for him to die, it is clear to him that he will go to 
the place of his eternal reward. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak says: 
This is a Torah scholar who has also acquired fear of sin, as his 
fear of sin guides him to the correct understanding of the Torah. 
Mar Zutra says: This is a Torah scholar who reaches conclusions 
from his discussion in accordance with the halakha, as that is an 
indication that he is following the right path. 


NOTES 


A transgression extinguishes the merit of a mitzva - 
mya 7431 Vay: This does not mean that one's mitz- 
vot are offset by one’s transgressions, as the reward for 

one's mitzvot always remains. Rather, it means that 

one’s mitzvot will not be sufficient to protect one from 

punishment, due to the punishment one deserves for 

his transgressions (Meiri). 


Doeg and Ahithophel, did they not engage in the 
study of Torah - mina poy KY 1 BINTNI axis: 
Ahithophel’s wisdom is mentioned explicitly in the 
Bible, while the description of Doeg as: “The chief of 
the herdsman of Saul” (1 Samuel 21:8), is interpreted by 
the Sages as referring to the fact that he was head of 
the Sanhedrin. The Gemara (Sanhedrin 106b) describes 
his vast wisdom and Torah knowledge. Although the 
Gemara concludes that Torah study protects one from 
misfortune even when one is not engaged in it, the 
Maharsha explains that Doeg and Ahithophel were not 
saved from an untimely death, as the Torah protects 
one only from suffering but not from death. Some 
commentaries add that the merit of their Torah study 
did not extend their life, as an early death is beneficial 
to the wicked because it saves them from further sin 
(Torat HaKenaot). 


Causing their sons to read the Written Torah and to 
learn the Mishna — maa parva) paT: The Gemara 
refers to the mothers causing their sons to study Torah 
and Mishna, but not to studying Talmud. The reason 
for this is that when the children are young, it is the 
mother who persuades and entices them to go and 
study even when they are reluctant to go. However, 
once they are older and reach the age of studying 
Talmud, it is the father who generally uses his authority 
to ensure that they continue learning (/yyun Ya'akov). 


HALAKHA 

Granted, she is not commanded to study Torah 
herself, etc. — ^3) KTPI KY PIT: If a sota has 
the merit of Torah study, even though she is not com- 
manded to study, this merit delays her punishment and 
she does not die immediately. The Arukh HaShulhan 
explains that the Rambam is referring to the merit of 
Torah that she acquired by assisting her sons and her 
husband to study, as explained by Ravina (Rambam 
Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:20; Arukh HaShulhan, Even 
HaEzer 178:66). 
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NOTES 
They would not have pursued David — 311 303 1577] xd: 
The Rosh notes that actually, the Gemara’s statement 
applies only to Ahithophel. Doeg’s name should not appear 
here, since according to the Gemara elsewhere, Doeg was 
no longer alive at the time that the incident involving David 
and Bathsheba occurred. Ahithophel was still alive at the 
time, and in fact Bathsheba was his granddaughter (Josefot 
HaRosh). 


Shevna - 33%: Tosefot HaRash cites Rabbeinu Tam, who 
says that the name here should actually read: Shekhna, 
as the Shevna mentioned in the Bible was wicked, and 
it is improper to name one's child after a wicked person. 
Others disagree, noting that there were two individuals 
by the name of Shevna, and one of them was not wicked. 
Therefore, the name may be used in naming the child after 
the other Shevna. 


Ifa man would give all the fortune of his house — j= ON 
imajin bs Mx wx: The Gemara distinguishes between 
one who financially assists another to learn Torah, and 
one who wishes to acquire the reward for the Torah that 
another already studied under difficult financial conditions. 
One who assists another to learn does share in the merit of 
his Torah study; by contrast, after one has already learned 
Torah without assistance, his merit cannot be bought, and 
even entertaining the thought that it could be bought is 
worthy of condemnation (/yyun Ya'akov). 


PERSONALITIES 

Shimon brother of Azarya — mgY ny jiynw: Shimon, 
brother of Azarya, was a tanna who lived at the time of 
the destruction of the Temple, and he is mentioned several 
times in the Mishna. According to the Rambam, the Azariah 
mentioned here was the father of Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya. 
Azarya was a Torah scholar, but he was also very wealthy, 
and he supported his brother Shimon, who was a greater 
Torah scholar. Despite the fact that Shimon was a greater 
scholar, he is known as the brother of Azarya because 
Azarya supported him (see Vayikra Rabba 25:1). 


Rabbi Yohanan of the house of the Nasi — "37 pni 937 
mwa: Apparently, this is referring to a poverty-stricken 
scholar unknown to us, who was known by this appellation 
because the house of the Nasi supported him and enabled 
him to learn Torah. It is unlikely that this is referring to the 
great amora Rabbi Yohanan, as he sold all his vast pos- 
sessions in order to devote himself to Torah study. In fact, 
the Pesikta DeRav Kahana (27:1) cites the verse mentioned 
here: “If a man would give all the fortune of his house for 
love" (Song of Songs 8:7), in reference to Rabbi Yohanan. 
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The baraita states: Alternatively: A transgression extinguishes 
the merit of a mitzva, but a transgression does not extinguish 
the merit of the Torah. Rav Yosef says: Rabbi Menahem bar Yosei 
interpreted this verse as it was given on Mount Sinai, and had 
Doeg and Ahithophel only interpreted it in this way they would 
not have pursued David," as it is written: “For my enemies speak 
concerning me... saying, God has forsaken him; pursue and take 
him, for there is none to deliver” (Psalms 71:10-11). Doeg and 
Ahithophel incorrectly thought that since David had sinned, his 
sins had extinguished his merits and God had forsaken him. 


The Gemara asks: What verse did Doeg and Ahithophel interpret 
incorrectly, causing them to err? They interpreted this verse: “For 
the Lord your God walks in the midst of your camp...to give up 
your enemies before you...that He see no licentious matter 
in you, and turn away from you” (Deuteronomy 23:15), to indicate 
that God turns away from one who engaged in forbidden relations, 
and since David had sinned with Bathsheba God must have turned 
away from him. But they did not know that a transgression 
extinguishes the merit of a mitzva, but a transgression does 
not extinguish the merit of the Torah. 


The Gemara interprets the continuation of the verse cited by the 
baraita with regard to Torah study: What is the meaning of: “Many 
waters cannot extinguish the love...if a man would give all the 
fortune of his house for love, he would utterly be condemned” 
(Song of Songs 8:7)? The Torah is compared to love several times 
in the Song of Songs. Therefore, the verse indicates that one cannot 
acquire a share in the reward for Torah study with money. Ulla 
says: The verse is not speaking of individuals like Shimon, brother 
of Azarya,’ whose brother Azarya supported him and enabled him 
to study Torah. And it is not speaking of individuals like Rabbi 
Yohanan of the house of the Nasi,’ whom the Nasi supported so 
that he could study Torah. 


Rather, it is speaking of individuals like Hillel and Shevna," as 
when Rav Dimi came’ to Babylonia he said: Hillel and Shevna 
were brothers; Hillel engaged in Torah study and remained 
impoverished, whereas Shevna entered into a business venture 
and became wealthy. In the end, Shevna said to Hillel: Come, let 
us join our wealth together and divide it between us; I will give 
you half of my money and you will give me half of the reward for 
your Torah study. In response to this request a Divine Voice issued 
forth and said: “Ifa man would give all the fortune ofhis house" 
for love, he would utterly be condemned” (Song of Songs 8:7). 


BACKGROUND 


When Rav Dimi came - 
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42°F JT XN 9D: Rav Dimi was one of 
the Sages of Eretz Yisrael who would often travel to Babylonia, 
primarily in order to transmit the Torah learned in the study halls 
of Eretz Yisrael to the Torah centers of the Diaspora, although 
occasionally he traveled on business as well. Many questions, 


particularly those concerning the opinions of the Sages of 
Eretz Yisrael, remained unresolved in Babylonia until one of 
these messengers from Eretz Yisrael arrived and elucidated the 
halakha, explained a novel expression, or clarified the unique 
circumstances pertaining to a particular statement. 


§ The mishna states: From here ben Azzai states: A person is 
obligated to teach his daughter Torah, so that if she drinks and 
does not die immediately, she will know that some merit of hers 
has delayed her punishment. Rabbi Eliezer says: Anyone who 
teaches his daughter Torah is teaching her promiscuity. The 
Gemara asks: Could it enter your mind to say that teaching one’s 
daughter Torah is actually teaching her promiscuity? Rather, say: 
It is considered as if he taught her promiscuity. 
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Rabbi Abbahu says: What is the reason for Rabbi Eliezer’s 
statement? It is as it is written: “I, wisdom, dwell with cunning’ 
(Proverbs 8:12), which indicates that once wisdom enters into a 
person, cunning enters with it.“ Rabbi Eliezer fears that the 
woman will use the cunning she achieves by learning the wisdom 
of the Torah to engage in promiscuous behavior. 


2 


The Gemara asks: And the Rabbis who disagree with him, what 
do they do with this verse: “I, wisdom, dwell with cunning 
[orma]”; how do they interpret it? The Gemara responds: He 
requires that verse for that which Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 
Hanina, states, interpreting the word “orma” as nakedness rather 
than cunningness, as Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, says: 
The matters of Torah do not endure except in one who stands 
naked for them," as it is stated: “I, wisdom, dwell with naked- 
ness [orma]” (Proverbs 8:12). This means that wisdom dwells 
only in one who is prepared to give away all of his possessions 
for the sake of Torah study. Rabbi Yohanan says: The matters 
of Torah do not endure except in one who considers himself 
as one who does not exist, as it is stated: “But wisdom, it can 
be found in nothingness” (Job 28:12). 


§ The mishna states that Rabbi Yehoshua says: A woman desires 
to receive the amount of a kav of food and a sexual relation- 
ship rather than to receive nine kav of food and abstinence. The 
Gemara asks: What is he saying? This is what Rabbi Yehoshua 
is saying: A woman desires to receive the amount of a kav of 
food and with it a sexual relationship," i.e., her husband’s avail- 
ability to fulfill her sexual desires, rather than nine kav of food 
and with it abstinence, and since her desires are of a sexual nature, 
it is undesirable for her to study Torah. 


§ The mishna continues: He, Rabbi Yehoshua, would say: A 
foolish man of piety," and a conniving wicked person, and an 
abstinent woman, and those who injure themselves out of false 
abstinence; all these are people who erode the world. The Gemara 
asks: Who is considered a foolish man of piety? For example, 
it is one who sees that a woman is drowning" in a river, and 
he says: It is not proper conduct to look at her while she is 
undressed and save her. 


NOTES 


Cunning enters with it - naya tay M233: According to 
Rashi, who explains the term tiflut as referring to licentious 
behavior, the connection between cunning and tiflut is that a 
woman might use the ingenuity she achieves by learning Torah 
in order to hide her immorality. The Meiri, who explains tiflut as 
meaning worthless matters, interprets the connection differ- 
ently. Although she attains a little wisdom by learning Torah, 
she comprehends her studies only partially. Yet she believes 
herself to have understood fully, and attempts to show off her 
wisdom to all. 


One who stands naked for them — why ONY YY Wayaw M: 
Rashi, in his first interpretation, explains that this statement 
refers to one who relinquishes all his possessions in order to 
acquire wisdom. The Meiri adds that only when one does not 
care at all about physical possessions can he be sure that noth- 
ing will prevent him from learning. In his second interpretation, 
Rashi explains that in order to attain the wisdom of the Torah, 
one must view himself as bare and devoid of all knowledge, 
as this enables him to learn from everyone, even from those 
of lesser stature. The Meiri offers an alternative explanation as 
well, suggesting that Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, also 
interprets orma in the sense of cunning and states that the mat- 
ters of Torah do not endure except in one who renders himself 
cunning for them. One must use cunning in order to discover 
the methods and techniques of learning that best suit him. For 
example, some memorize their learning through repetition, 
but there are others who find other methods more efficient. 


The amount of a kav of food and with it a sexual relationship, 


etc.-131 iay mom 2a: Women generally prefer a less luxuri- 
ous lifestyle that involves more sexual intercourse to a life of 
greater luxury that involves a lack of sexual intercourse, possibly 
due to a husband's extended absences from home for work. 
Tosafot cite Rabbeinu Hananel, who illustrates this concept by 
means of a halakhic ruling. The Gemara states elsewhere that 
a donkey driver may not become a camel driver without his 
wife's consent, since although a camel driver earns more than a 
donkey driver, he arrives home less frequently. Alternatively, the 
Meiri explains that a woman generally prefers that her husband 
attain only minimal knowledge of Torah and be at home with 
her, rather than attain great wisdom but be distant from her. 


A foolish man of piety — Abiw von: Also included in this cat- 
egory are those whose concepts of piety cause them to neglect 
mitzvot that are incumbent upon them, and those who behave 
with exaggerated piety, e.g., one who fasts every single day 
(Rambam; Meiri). 


One who sees that a woman is drowning, etc. - 7¥3b KPT 
"1 KIEV: Some of the commentaries raise the question that 
this behavior is not merely foolish but wicked, as the Torah 
explicitly obligates one to save those whose lives are in danger, 
as stated in the verse: “You shall not stand idly by the blood of 
your neighbor” (Leviticus 19:16). The commentaries therefore 
explain that the Gemara is referring to a case where there are 
others present who can perform the rescue but he, due to his 
misplaced piety, does not hasten to perform this mitzva (Minha 
Hareva; see Eshel Avraham). 
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NOTES 


One who presents his statement to the judge, etc. - 
A3) petd V27 DYAN: A judge who hears one litigant 
when the other litigant is not present transgresses the 
prohibition: “Do not accept a false report” (Exodus 23:1). 
The Sages expound this verse to apply to the litigant as 
well, prohibiting him from presenting his case when the 
other litigant is not present. The rationale behind this 
prohibition is that once a judge has heard the argument 
of one side while the other side is not present, the impres- 
sion created is likely to remain fixed in his mind, making it 
difficult for him to accept the arguments of the other side 
(Rashi). Ben Yehoyada adds that the Gemara is not refer- 
ring to an individual who openly states his case before the 
judge in this manner, as the judge will not be prepared 
to listen to him; rather, it refers to one who discusses the 
particulars of his case with the judge incidentally, or in the 
course of a Torah discussion. 


One who persuades others with his ways - w227 
ynintixa ox: The Maharsha explains that this refers 
to one who gives advice to others, surreptitiously advis- 
ing them to perform actions that benefit him and cause 
loss to others. 


BACKGROUND 


Gleanings — vp: The Torah prohibits the owner of a field 
from gathering individual stalks that fell during the har- 
vest (Leviticus 19:9). Less than three stalks that fell in one 
place are considered gleanings and belong to the poor. 


Forgotten sheaves — Mw: If one forgot a sheaf in the 
field while harvesting, he may not return to collect it, as it 
must be left for the poor (Deuteronomy 24:19). 


Pe'a — m9: The Torah states that one is prohibited from 
harvesting the produce in the corner of his field; rather, 
one must allow the poor to collect this produce them- 
selves. The Sages decreed that the area of the corner must 
be at least one-sixtieth of the field. This mitzva is stated 
in the Torah (Leviticus 19:9, 23:22), and the details of the 
mitzva are explained in tractate Pe'a. 


The poor man’s tithe — 139 wy: During the third and 
sixth years of the Sabbatical cycle, after one separates 
teruma from his produce, which is given to the priests, 
and first tithe, which is given to the Levites, one-tenth of 
the remaining produce is distributed to the poor. During 
the other years of the Sabbatical cycle, second tithe is 
separated instead of the poor man's tithe. 
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The Gemara asks: Who is considered a conniving wicked 
person? Rabbi Yohanan says: This is one who presents his 
statement to the judge™ before the other litigant comes and 
thereby prejudices the judge in his favor. Rabbi Abbahu says: 
This is referring to one who gives a dinar to a poor man in order 
to complete the sum of two hundred dinars for him, so that 
he will no longer be entitled to receive charity, as we learned in 
a mishna (Pe'a 8:8): One who has two hundred" dinars may 
not collect gleanings,’ forgotten sheaves,® pe'a,” and the poor 
man’s tithe,’ since he is not defined as poor. However, if he has 
two hundred less one dinar, even if he is given one thousand 
dinars at once, he may collect. 


Rabbi Asi says that Rabbi Yohanan says: A conniving wicked 
person is one who provides advice to male orphans to sell from 
the small quantity of property left to them by their father, before 
it is appropriated by the court for the purpose of providing for the 
daughters, who do not inherit property. This causes the daughters 
to lose their right to sustenance, because although it is improper 
to do so, the sale is valid, as Rabbi Asi says that Rabbi Yohanan 
says: With regard to male orphans who preemptively sold" the 
property from a small estate, that which they sold, they sold, 
and the sons retain the money. 


Abaye says: A conniving wicked person is one who provides 
advice to sell property" in accordance with the ruling of 
Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, as it is taught in a baraita: With 
regard to one who said: My property is given to you, and after 
you die, to so-and-so, and the first beneficiary entered the prop- 
erty and sold it and consumed the profits, the second beneficiary 
repossesses the property from the purchasers, as the property 
belongs to him after the death of the first beneficiary; this is 
the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Rabban Shimon ben 
Gamliel says: The second beneficiary receives only that which 
the first beneficiary left, since his sale is valid. However, it is not 
permitted to sell the property ab initio, since the giver intended 
for the second beneficiary to receive the property. 


Rav Yosef bar Hama says that Rav Sheshet says: A conniving 
wicked person is one who persuades others with his ways," 
convincing others to mimic his seemingly righteous behavior, in 
order to hide his faults. Rabbi Zerika says that Rav Huna says: A 
conniving wicked person is one who is lenient in the halakha 
for himself and strict for others. Ulla says: This 


HALAKHA 


One who presents his statement to the judge, etc. - nyvrat 
^3) p V27: It is prohibited for a judge to hear the arguments 
ofone litigant when the other litigant is not present. The litigants 
are also prohibited from presenting their claims in this manner 
(Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 21:7; Shulhan Arukh, 
Hoshen Mishpat 17:5). 


One who has two hundred, etc. — 3) PONA b ww ng: One 
who has two hundred dinars may not collect gleanings, forgot- 
en sheaves, pe'a, or the poor man's tithe. If he has two hundred 
dinars less one, even if he is given one thousand dinars at once, 
he may collect. The same applies with regard to receiving charity. 
Some authorities say that these specific amounts applied only in 
he past; nowadays one may collect charity if one does not have 
sufficient funds to be able to earn a living from the profits thereof 
Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Mattenot Aniyyim 9:13; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De'a 253:1-2). 


Orphans who preemptively sold, etc. — 13199312119 7PW Dİ: 


f one dies and leaves insufficient property for his children to 
sustain themselves until his daughters reach the age of majority, 


the court first appropriates funds to provide for the daughters 
and then gives the remainder to the sons. If the estate is sufficient 
only to provide for the daughters, the entire estate is given to the 
daughters. However, if the sons preemptively sold the property 
from a small estate, the sale is valid, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yohanan. The Rema, citing the Rosh, holds that 
the sale is valid only if it took place prior to the court's appropriat- 
ing the daughters’ sustenance from the estate (Rambam Sefer 
Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 19:19; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 12:11, 14). 


One who provides advice to sell property — viaa TYY wT 
DD): If one says: My property is given to you, and after you 
die, to so-and-so, the second beneficiary receives only that which 
the first beneficiary left. Although it is prohibited for the first 
beneficiary to sell or give away the property, if he does so, the 
second beneficiary does not repossess the property from the 
purchasers, in accordance with the ruling of Rabban Shimon 
ben Gamliel. One who advises the first beneficiary to sell the 
property is considered wicked (Rambam Sefer Kinyan, Hilkhot 
Zekhiya UMattana 12:8-9; Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 248:3). 
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Sorcerer [magosh] - wis: The term magosh refers to Zoroastrian 
priests, also known in the Talmud as habbarim. The biblical term 


“rab-mag” (Jeremiah 39:3) is apparently derived 
Persian term. It later became an accepted term 
Greek and Latin, as well as other languages. 


These sorcerers would perform ritual ceremonies in the ancient 


Avestan language, an Eastern Iranian language 


name from the language of Zoroastrian scripture, 


sorcerers did not understand this language, and 


the aphorism: The sorcerer chants and does not 


is saying. 


is one who read the Written Torah and learned the Mishna but 
did not serve Torah scholars" in order to learn the reasoning 
behind the halakhot. Since he believes himself knowledgeable, 
he issues halakhic rulings, but due to his lack of understanding he 
rules erroneously and is therefore considered wicked. His cunning 
is in his public display of knowledge, which misleads others into 
considering him a true Torah scholar. 


It was stated: With regard to one who read the Written Torah and 
learned the Mishna but did not serve Torah scholars, Rabbi 
Elazar says: This person is an ignoramus. Rabbi Shmuel bar 
Nahmani said: This person is a boor. Rabbi Yannai says: This 
person is comparable to a Samaritan, who follows the Written 
Torah but not the traditions of the Sages. 


Rav Aha bar Ya’akov says: This person is comparable to a sorcerer 
[magosh],"® who uses his knowledge to mislead people. Rav 
Nahman bar Yitzhak said: It is reasonable to accept the opinion 
of Rav Aha bar Ya'akov, as people say proverbially: The sorcerer 
chants" and does not know what he is saying; so too, the tanna 
teaches the Mishna and does not know what he is saying. 


§ The Sages taught: Who is an ignoramus [am ha‘aretz]2?"? 
It is anyone who does not recite Shema" in the morning and 
evening with its blessings; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir. 
And the Rabbis say: It is anyone who does not don phylacteries. 
Ben Azzai says: It is anyone who does not have ritual fringes on 
his garment. Rabbi Yonatan ben Yosef said: It is anyone who 
has sons and does not raise them to study Torah. Aherim say:" 
Even if one reads the Written Torah and learns the Mishna but 
does not serve Torah scholars, he is an ignoramus. 


BACKGROUND 


Ignoramus [am ha‘aretz] - YS BY: The term am ha'aretz, which 
literally means: People of the land, appears in the books of Ezra 
and Nehemiah, but there it refers only to gentiles. The term later 
evolved into a derogatory epithet referring to a Jew who behaves 
in the manner of a gentile. 

The concept of an am ha‘aretz was not clearly defined, and 
therefore there were many opinions among the tanna‘im with 
regard to who should be characterized as an am haaretz. They 
ranged from the opinion that the term refers to one who does 
not serve Torah scholars and learn from them, to the opinion that 
the term refers to one with no Torah, no Mishna, and no manners. 
According to the first opinion, many learned people were included 
in this category. According to the second opinion, an am haaretz 
was the basest of individuals, to whom the most derogatory epi- 
thets were generally applied. The common application of the term 
was to one devoid of spirituality, with no profession or occupation, 
no education, and no connection to Torah and mitzvot. 

In the talmudic era, and even more so in later times, the situ- 
ation changed in two respects. First, while there remained many 
who were uneducated, the most extreme form of an am ha‘aretz 
disappeared, as even simple Jews upheld Torah and mitzvot to 
the best of their ability. Secondly, to avoid causing rifts within the 
nation in exile, the halakhot restricting interactions with an am 
haaretz were repealed. 
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Relief of Zoroastrian priest, referred to in the Gemara as a magosh 


NOTES 


Did not serve Torah scholars - D230 mA wyw xb: 
Rashi explains that this refers to one who did not study 
the Gemara, which teaches the proper analysis of 
the Mishna and the systematic reasoning underlying 
halakha. Others explain that serving Torah scholars 
literally means one who visits and serves Torah scholars 
in order to learn from their ways. One who does not 
do so shows that his Torah study is insincere, and he 
is therefore considered a conniving, wicked person 
(Tosefot HaRash; Meiri). 


the opinions presented here voices onbere criticism 
than the preceding one. An ignoramus is one who has 
positive traits but is insufficiently educated, whereas a 
boor is one devoid of anything positive. A Samaritan 
does not even accept the Torah and therefore sepa- 
rates himself from the Jewish people. The comparison 
to a sorcerer, who was considered an apostate, is the 
most derogatory. 


The sorcerer chants, etc. — 131 Wiad pyy: A sorcerer 
whispers all kinds of incantations without understand- 
ing their meaning, yet he relies upon the efficacy of 
his actions. So too, one who does not understand the 
depths of the Torah simply repeats statements that he 
heard, believing that by merely reciting the words he 
does something important (Rashi). 


Who is an ignoramus [am ha‘aretz] - Y187 OY AN: 

Tosafot note that the Gemara provides varying defini- 
tions of an ignoramus, depending on the context. One 
definition applies when defining those who are unfit 
to testify, another with regard to those suspect of not 
tithing their produce, and yet another with regard to 
matters of ritual purity. Josefot HaRash writes that the 
discussion in this baraita might be with regard to join- 
ing in a zimmun, the introductory blessing recited by 
three or more adults before Grace after Meals. 


Who does not recite Shema - yaw NKY x Tip XY: 
The Gemara states elsewhere that if one is incapable 
of learning more, he can fulfill the obligation to study 
Torah by at least reciting the Shema with intent and 
understanding in the morning and the evening. 
Consequently, one who does so is not defined as an 
ignoramus (Maharsha; Etz Yosef). 


Aherim say — Dni wy: The term aherim literally 
means others. Josefot HaRash notes that although this 
term generally refers to Rabbi Meir, here it obviously 
does not refer to Rabbi Meir, as Rabbi Meir states a 
different opinion in the baraita. Tosafot elsewhere 
suggest that perhaps the term aherim is used in cases 
where Rabbi Meir cited the opinion of his teacher, 
Elisha ben Avuya, who was referred to as Aher. 
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accuracy and either confirm it or, if need be, correct it. 
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If one read the Written Torah but did not learn the Mishna, he is 
a boor. With regard to one who did not read and did not learn 
at all, the verse states: “Behold, the days come, says the Lord, and 
I will sow the house of Israel and the house of Judah with the 
seed of man, and with the seed of beast” (Jeremiah 31:26). One 
who has not studied at all is comparable to a beast. 


‘The verse states: “My son, fear the Lord and the king; and med- 
dle not with those who are repeating” (Proverbs 24:21). Rabbi 
Yitzhak says: These are individuals who repeatedly learn the 
halakhot but do not know the reasons behind them. The Gemara 
asks: Isn’t that obvious? How else could the verse be understood? 
The Gemara answers: He states this lest you say that the verse is 
referring to individuals who repeatedly commit sins, and this is 
in accordance with the words of Rav Huna, as Rav Huna says: 
Once a person committed a transgression and repeated it, in his 
eyes it became permitted for him. Since the verse could be inter- 
preted in this manner, Rabbi Yitzhak teaches us that the verse is 
referring to those who learn without understanding. 


It was taught in a baraita: The tanna’im,' who recite the tannaitic 
sources by rote, are individuals who erode the world. The Gemara 
is puzzled by this statement: Could it enter your mind that they 
are individuals who erode the world? Ravina says: This statement 
is referring to those who issue halakhic rulings based on their 
knowledge of mishnayot. This is also taught in a baraita: Rabbi 
Yehoshua said: Are they individuals who erode the world? Arent 
they settling the world, as it is stated: “His ways [halikhot] are 
eternal” (Habakkuk 3:6)? The Sages read the term halikhot as 
halakhot, inferring that one who learns halakhot attains eternal life. 
Rather, this is referring to those who issue halakhic rulings based 
on their knowledge of mishnayot. 


§ The mishna states that an abstinent woman is among those 
who erode the world. The Sages taught: A maiden who prays 
constantly," and a neighborly [shovavit] widow" who constantly 
visits her neighbors, and a child whose months of gestation were 
not completed, all these are people who erode the world. 


The Gemara asks: Is that so? But didn’t Rabbi Yohanan say: We 
learned the meaning of fear of sin from a maiden," and the sig- 
nificance of receiving divine reward from a widow. The meaning 
of fear of sin can be learned from a maiden, as Rabbi Yohanan 
heard a certain maiden who fell on her face in prayer, and she 
was saying: Master of the Universe, You created the Garden of 
Eden and You created Gehenna, You created the righteous and 
You created the wicked. May it be Your will that men shall not 
stumble because of me and consequently go to Gehenna. 


NOTES 


A maiden who prays constantly — myby mana: The Arukh 
explains that this refers to a woman who spends all day i in prayer 
while ignoring her other obligations. According to a variation 
of the text found in the Jerusalem Talmud, the phrase means: A 
maiden who fasts constantly and loses her virginity. Some com- 
mentaries explain that literally, due to her self-mortifying behavior, 
her hymen is eroded. Tosafot suggest that this refers to a woman 
who fasts outwardly in order to appear righteous and hide her 
licentiousness. 


A neighborly [shovavit] widow - maaiw maby: Various inter- 
pretations have been offered for this term. Rashi explains that 
it is derived from the Aramaic shivava, which means neighbor, 
referring to a widow who often visits her neighbors. The Meiri 
explains that Rashi is referring to one who attempts to appear 
God-fearing and visits her neighbors in order to show off her 
piety. Some early commentaries render the term as sovavit, which 
is derived from the Hebrew root samekh, beit, beit, meaning to 
circuit, to go around, and refers to a widow who constantly fre- 
quents the markets and alleys in an immodest manner (Arukh). 


This would also appear to be the understanding of the Jerusa- 
lem Talmud, in which it is explained that her behavior causes 
her name to become tarnished, as she is accused of immoral 
behavior due to the length of time she spends in the houses 
of others. 

Others explain that the term shovavit means penitent, and 
refers to a widow who publicly acts as one who is repenting. She 
claims that she desires only to serve God and does not intend to 
remarry; however, she is unable to maintain this way of life and in 
the end falls into sin (Rabbeinu Nissim Gaon; Arukh). 


The meaning of fear of sin from a maiden, etc. - Kon nyy 
^na) Tanan: It was not merely the maiden's fear of sin or the 
widow's efforts to receive reward that impressed Rabbi Yohanan; 
rather, it was the unique manner in which they expressed these 
traits. The maiden's fear of sin caused her to ensure not only that 
she did not sin herself, but also that she would not cause others 
to sin. Similarly, the widow concerned herself with finding new 
ways to increase the value of the mitzvot she performed and 
their reward. 
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The significance of receiving divine reward can be learned from a 
widow, as there was a certain widow in whose neighborhood 
there was a synagogue, and despite this every day she went and 
prayed in the study hall of Rabbi Yohanan. Rabbi Yohanan said 
to her: My daughter, is there not a synagogue in your neighbor- 
hood? She said to him: My teacher, don’t I attain a reward for all 
the steps I take while walking to pray in the distant study hall? 


The Gemara answers: When it is stated in the baraita that a maiden 
who prays constantly is one who erodes the world, it is referring, 
for example, to Yohani bat Retivi, who constantly prayed and 
pretended to be saintly but actually engaged in sorcery. 


The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of a child whose months 
of gestation were not completed?" Here, in Babylonia, they inter- 
preted this as alluding to an imperfect, incomplete Torah scholar 
who scorns his teachers." 


Rabbi Abba says: This is a student who has not yet attained 
the ability to issue halakhic rulings, and yet he issues rulings 
and is therefore compared to a prematurely born child. This is as 
Rabbi Abbahu says that Rav Huna says that Rav says: What is 
the meaning of that which is written: “For she has cast down 
many wounded; and a mighty host are all her slain” (Proverbs 
7:26)? “For she has cast down [hippila] many wounded”;" this 
is referring to a Torah scholar who has not yet attained the 
ability to issue rulings, and yet he issues rulings." “And a mighty 


ing) ITT wanw on bn 


» N 


host [veatzumim] are all her slain”;" this is referring to a Torah 


mn 


scholar who has attained the ability to issue rulings, but does 


not issue rulings” and prevents the masses from learning Torah 


properly. 


A child whose months of gestation were not completed — 
yon b bp sow 1p: It is explained in the Jerusalem Talmud 
that this refers to an extremely young but successful Torah 
scholar, who uses his knowledge to embarrass his elders. 
An alternative opinion, also found in the Jerusalem Talmud, 
explains that this refers literally to a child, who is only nine years 
old but appears much older. If he involves himself in forbidden 
sexual intercourse, the woman is punished, while he is exempt 
rom punishment. 


Who scorns his teachers — »miaia vyann: Rashi explains 
hat according to this understanding, the expression: A child 
whose months were not completed, refers to the fact that 
his actions cause his life to be shortened. Others explain that 
his refers to a student who is so convinced of his greatness 
hat he feels he should already be recognized as the leader 
of his generation, and therefore he prays that his teachers die 
so that he can take their place. Consequently, he is punished 
measure for measure by having his own life shortened (/yyun 
Ya‘akov). 


Who has not yet attained the ability to issue rulings and yet 
he issues rulings — mia nyti WT Kow: A student who has 
not yet attained the ability to issue halakhic rulings, and yet he 
issues rulings, is a fool and a wicked and haughty person. It is 
stated with regard to these individuals: “For she has cast down 
many wounded” (Proverbs 7:26). 

The Kesef Mishne discusses why the Rambam does not men- 
tion the distinction stated later in the Gemara (22b) between 
one who has reached the age of forty and one who has not 
yet reached that age (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Talmud 
Torah 5:4; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 242:13). 


NOTES 


HALAKHA 


For she has cast down [hippila] many wounded - 0'31'5 
aban ohn: The term hippila is derived from the same root 
as the word nefel, which means a stillborn child. This alludes to 
the aforementioned comparison of a prematurely born child to 
a student who issues rulings while his abilities are still prema- 
ture (Rashi). The term “many wounded" referred to in the verse 
alludes to the many people who stumble in matters of halakha 
due to his incorrect rulings. 


Anda mighty host [ve‘atzumim] are all her slain - bs Dy) 
mart: The term ve‘atzumim is derived from the root ayin, tzadi, 
mem, which also denotes shutting, closing. This alludes to one 
who is able to issue rulings but keeps his mouth closed. 


Who has attained the ability to issue rulings but does not 
issue rulings - 77110 19x) mein yaw: The Rambam explains 
that the severity of this statement is not only due to the fact 
that such a person prevents others from learning Torah, but 
also because if he does not issue rulings, others issue rulings 
even though they are not capable of doing so, and their rulings 
are incorrect. 


Who has attained the ability to issue rulings but does not 
issue rulings — TY ix) nxi wamw: A scholar who has 
reached the level where he is “capable of rendering halakhic 
decisions but does not do so withholds Torah from the people 
and places stumbling blocks in front of others, and the verse 
(Proverbs 7:26) states with regard to him: “And a mighty host 
are all her slain” (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Talmud Torah 
5:4; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 242:14). 
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Perek III 
Daf22 Amud b 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabba - 731: Rav Abba bar Nahmani, commonly referred 
to as Rabba throughout the Babylonian Talmud, was a third- 
generation Babylonian amora. He was a disciple of Rav Huna, 
who was a disciple of Rav, and his approach to halakha was 
consistent with Rav's teachings. Rabba was considered the 
sharpest among his peers; he was described as one who 
uproots mountains, in contrast to his colleague, Rav Yosef, 
whose was referred to as Sinai, due to his broad knowledge 
(Berakhot 64a). In virtually every dispute between them, the 
halakha is ruled in accordance with the opinion of Rabba. 
Rabba had many disciples, and virtually all of the Sages of 
the following generation studied with him. His personal life 
was tragic; his children apparently died during his lifetime. 
He was poverty stricken throughout his life, barely sub- 
sisting on agricultural work. When his nephew Abaye was 
orphaned at a young age, Rabba took him into his home 
and raised him. 
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And until when is it considered too premature for a scholar to issue 
halakhic rulings? It is until forty years." The Gemara asks: Is that 
so? But didn’t Rabba’ issue rulings, even though he lived for only 
forty years? The Gemara answers: It is permitted for a scholar who 
has not studied for so long to issue rulings when his knowledge 
reaches the level of the foremost scholar in his city and they are 
equals. 


§ It states in the mishna: And those who injure themselves out of 
false abstinence [perushin] are people who erode the world. The 
Sages taught: There are seven pseudo-righteous people’ who 
erode the world: The righteous of Shechem, the self-flagellating 
righteous, the bloodletting righteous, the pestle-like righteous, 
the righteous who say: Tell me what my obligation is and I will 
perform it, those who are righteous due to love, and those who 
are righteous due to fear. 


The Gemara explains: The righteous of Shechem [shikhmi];" 
this is one who performs actions comparable to the action of 
the people of Shechem, who agreed to circumcise themselves 
for personal gain (see Genesis, chapter 34); so too, he behaves 
righteously only in order to be honored. The self-flagellating 
righteous;" this is one who injures his feet, as he walks slowly, 
dragging his feet on the ground in an attempt to appear humble, 
and injures his feet in the process. The bloodletting righteous;" 
Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak says that this is one who lets blood 
by banging his head against the walls because he walks with his 
eyes shut, ostensibly out of modesty. The pestle-like righteous; 
Rabba bar Sheila says that this is one who walks bent over like 
the pestle of a mortar." 


NOTES 
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Until forty years — p pya% Ty: Tosafot explain that this 
means forty years from the time one commenced learning, 
whereas the Maharsha writes that this means until one reaches 
the age of forty, as the mishna states: One must reach the age 
of forty in order to attain understanding (Avot 4:21). The Kesef 
Mishne suggests a different interpretation: The Gemara’s ques- 
tion refers to a scholar who has already attained the ability to 
issue rulings, and discusses the question of how long he may 
refrain from issuing rulings without incurring the aforemen- 
tioned criticism. 


There are seven pseudo-righteous people — 17 pwns nyaw: 
According to some versions of the text, the baraita explicitly 
states that all those listed here are insincere individuals who 
erode the world. However, in the Jerusalem Talmud (Berakhot 
9:5) it is explained that the last two are sincerely righteous, citing 
Abraham as an example of the righteous due to love, and Job 
as an example of the righteous due to fear. 


The righteous of Shechem [shikhmi] — Dg wap: Most com- 
mentaries explain that this refers to one who acts in the manner 
of the people of Shechem, who circumcised themselves not for 
the sake of Heaven but rather for their own benefit (see Meiri). 
The commentaries ask how this individual differs from an indi- 
vidual who performs the mitzvot not for their own sake, who 
is referred to below in a positive context. The Maharsha, appar- 
ently understanding that the Gemara is referring to Shechem, 
the son of the leader of the city of that name, answers that since 
Shechem had already transgressed, he evidently circumcised 
himself only in order to appear repentant, and therefore his 
actions were disgraceful. Alternatively, Ben Yehoyada explains 
that performing one's obligations is worthy behavior, even 
if one does not do so for the sake of Heaven. However, it is 
disgraceful to adopt pious behavior beyond one's obligations 
only in order to appear righteous, in the manner of Shechem, 


who was not obligated to circumcise himself. In the Jerusalem 
Talmud this phrase is interpreted differently, and it is explained 
that the term shikhmi is derived from the word shekhem, which 
means shoulder. This refers to one who overtly carries on his 
shoulders items required to perform a mitzva, intending to 
advertise the fact that he is on his way to perform a mitzva. 


The self-flagellating [nikfi] righteous — »372 wis: Some 
explain that this refers to one who claims that his feet are 
bruised because he walks great distances in order to perform 
mitzvot (Rabbeinu Nissim Gaon). Others explain that this is one 
who walks slowly, his eyes upturned to heaven, attempting to 
appear God-fearing (Meiri). In the Jerusalem Talmud this phrase 
is interpreted differently, and it is explained that the term nikf is 
derived from the term hakafa, which means payment on credit. 
This refers to one who demands to receive credit, claiming that 
he requires the money in order to perform mitzvot. 


The bloodletting [kiza‘] righteous — »x1)7 wis: The Ran 
explains that this refers to one who walks close to the walls and 
knocks into them, as he attempts to avoid contact with other 
people, feeling that everyone is impure in comparison to him. In 
the Jerusalem Talmud this phrase is interpreted differently, and 
it is explained that the term kizaʻi means one who cancels out. 
This refers to one who performs a mitzva for each sin he per- 
forms, believing that he can cancel out his sins in this manner. 


Who walks bent over like the pestle of a mortar - yawn" 
iT 3: According to one interpretation, this refers to an 
individual who bends over excessively, seemingly due to his 
fear of sin (Ran). Others explain that it refers to one who cov- 
ers himself with clothes in order to avoid becoming impure 
through contact with others. Alternatively, this refers to one 
who cloaks himself with a large garment that covers him like 
an upturned mortar, in a demonstration of arrogance (Arukh). 
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With regard to the righteous one who says: Tell me what my obliga- 
tion is" and I will perform it, the Gemara asks: Isn’t this virtuous 
behavior, as he desires to be aware of his obligations? Rather, this 
is referring to one who says: Tell me what further obligations 
are incumbent upon me and I will perform them, indicating that 
he fulfills all of his mitzvot perfectly and therefore seeks additional 
obligations. 


The baraita also includes in the list of pseudo-righteous people 
those who are righteous due to love" and those who are righteous 
due to fear, i.e., one who performs mitzvot due to love of their 
reward or due to fear of punishment. Abaye and Rava said to the 
tanna who transmitted this baraita: Do not teach in the baraita: 
Those who are righteous due to love and those who are righteous 
due to fear, as Rav Yehuda says that Rav says: A person should 
always engage" in Torah study and in performance of the mitzvot 
even if he does not do so for their own sake," as through perform- 
ing them not for their own sake, one comes to perform them for 
their own sake. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: That which is hidden is hidden, 
and that which is revealed is revealed, but in Heaven everything 
is known, and the great court in Heaven will exact payment from 
those who wear the cloak of the righteous" but are in fact unworthy. 
The Gemara relates: King Yannai said to his wife’ before he died: 
Do not be afraid of the Pharisees [perushin],® and neither should 
you fear from those who are not Pharisees, i.e., the Sadducees; 
rather, beware of the hypocrites who appear like Pharisees, 
as their actions are like the act of the wicked Zimri" and they 
request a reward like that of the righteous Pinehas (see Numbers, 
chapter 25). 


NOTES 


Tell me what my obligation is, etc. — 131 Nain ma: In the 
Jerusalem Talmud this phrase is rendered as: Tell me what my 
transgression is, and | will perform a mitzva in order to cancel 
it out. 


Those who are righteous due to love — 15) 727A wna: The 
Ran explains that this refers to one who acts righteously out of 
love for or fear of another person. 


Engage in Torah study...even if he does not do so for their 
own sake - Anwd xbw syox..oina...pipyr Tosafot cite a 
number of sources which maintain that if one studies Torah 
not for its own sake, it would have been preferable for him had 
he not been created. This apparently contradicts Rav’s state- 
ment. Tosafot resolve this difficulty by distinguishing between 
different types of impure intentions: If one studies Torah with 
he intention of ridiculing the Torah or Torah scholars, it would 
be better for him not to study at all. If, however, one studies 
Torah out of external motives, e.g., in order to attain honor, 
his is acceptable, if not ideal, behavior, as it will lead one to 
engage in Torah study and mitzvot for the sake of Heaven. The 
Rambam explains that performing mitzvot due to external 
motivation is a necessary educational method; children are 
aught to behave correctly by receiving small rewards, and 
as they grow older their interest shifts to more substantial 
rewards, until ultimately they attain the understanding that one 
should perform the mitzvot for no reason other than the sake 
of Heaven. 


Who wear the cloak [gundei] of the righteous, etc. - 1997 
"93171338: Some of the early commentaries explain that the 
term gundei refers to black garments (Arukh). The Maharsha 
explains that this might refer to individuals who wore black 
clothes in order to appear in mourning for the destruction 
of the Temple. 


Their actions are like the act of the wicked Zimri, etc. - 
"131 Vat nwy {PwyAW: The Maharsha notes that the com- 
parison of the pseudo-righteous to Zimri is difficult, as Zimri 
transgressed publicly and did not hide his actions. He explains 
that Pinehas received a reward because of his zeal in stopping 
the behavior of Zimri. The essence of this aphorism is that the 
pseudo-righteous behave sinfully and yet present themselves 
as deserving of reward for those very matters in which they 
secretly transgress. Others explain that Zimri claimed that his 
behavior was permitted, and so too, the hypocrites find justifi- 
cation for their actions (Ben Yehoyada). 

Alternatively, some explain that the main emphasis of this 
aphorism is in the concluding statement that they request a 
reward like that of Pinehas. This refers to those who intend to 
appear zealous for the sake of Heaven like Pinehas, while their 
intent is not in the least for the sake of Heaven but only to 
attain a reward for their demonstration of zealotry. King Yannai 
advised his wife not to fear the actions of the Pharisees, which 
stemmed from true fear of God, but rather to fear the zealots 
whose zealotry stemmed from false motives (/yyun Ya'akov; 
Ben Yehoyada). 


HALAKHA =—— 
A person should always engage, etc. -^31 01% piby? oiy: 
Ideally, one should engage in Torah study and in performance 
of the mitzvot out of love for and fear of God. Nevertheless, 
one should always engage in Torah study and in the perfor- 
mance of mitzvot, even if one does not do so for their own 
sake, as through performing them not for their own sake one 
comes to perform them for their own sake (Rambam Sefer 
HaMadda, Hilkhot Talmud Torah 3:5 and Hilkhot Teshuva 10:5; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 246:20). 


BACKGROUND 

King Yannai said to his wife — mat) waa xy mb vow: 
Josephus (Antiquities of the Jews Xiii) gives an account of the 
final will of King Yannai to his wife, which primarily involved 
his counsel to her to accept the authority of the Pharisees in 
every matter, as she did in fact do during the remaining years 
of her rule. According to the Gemara here, he apparently also 
advised her that she need not fear the Pharisees, even though 
hey were his bitter enemies during most of his reign. Rather, 
she should fear the hypocrites who use the crown of Torah 
o further their personal objectives. 


The Pharisees [perushin] — pinay: The name Pharisees is 
usually understood as referring to the rabbinic Sages, particu- 
arly during the late Second Temple period. Nevertheless, the 
Sages rarely referred to themselves by this term, and it was 
used more often by their opponents. Although some suggest 
hat the term means: Those who interpret or expound, i.e., 
hose who expound the Written Torah, many explain that 
he term means separatists. The reference to the Sages as 
separatists who reject community norms could be either 
a positive or a negative appellation, depending on one’s 
perspective on general society at the time. The term perushin 
is also used by the mishna and Gemara earlier in reference 
to those who injure themselves as a sign of false abstinence 
and the pseudo-righteous. The choice of this term may be an 
example of self-criticism on the part of the Sages with regard 
to the activities of some members of their community. 
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LANGUAGE 
Weaken [madhe] - nyna: The term madhe literally 
means to cause a color to become dull and weak. 
Here it is used in the borrowed sense of causing 
power to weaken. The root of the word is dalet, heh, 
heh, which is similar in meaning to the root dalet, 
het, heh, which denotes removing an item from its 
place or from its previous status. 


HALAKHA 


Merit delays, etc. - 11 ain maim: If a woman has 
the merit of Torah study, it “delays the punishment of 
the bitter water, and she does not die immediately. 
Rather, she becomes sick and continually deterio- 
rates until she finally dies the death described for 
a sota (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:20). 


If the meal-offering of the sota is rendered 
impure — ANN NNAVI: If the meal-offering of a 
sota is rendered i impure before it has been sancti- 
fied in a service vessel, it is redeemed and another 
meal-offering is brought in its place. If it is rendered 
impure after it has been sanctified in a service vessel, 
it is burned (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 
414). 


Perek III 
Daf23 Amuda 


HALAKHA 


A woman who confesses and says, | am defiled 
to you, etc. — 3) JY aX Mav MINT: If, before 
the handful is removed from the meal-offering, the 
woman confesses that she is defiled; or if she says: 
| will not drink; or if her husband does not want to 
force her to drink; or if witnesses come and say that 
she is defiled; or if either the man or the woman 
dies; then the entire meal-offering is burned. If any 
of these events occur after the handful is removed, 
then the remainder of the meal-offering is eaten 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:14). 


The meal-offering of a priest is not eaten - nna 
mbox | MP jia: The handful is not removed from 
any of the meal-offerings brought by priests, neither 
from voluntary meal-offerings or from obligatory 
meal-offerings. Their meal-offerings are burned 
on the altar in their entirety (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 2:9). 


The daughter of a priest can become disqualified, 
etc. - 13) monn Dura: If the daughter of a priest 
engaged in sexual intercourse with someone forbid- 
den to her, she is disqualified from marrying a priest 
and from partaking of teruma. If a priest engaged 
in sexual intercourse with a woman forbidden to 
him, he does not become desacralized (Rambam 
Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Terumot 6:7 and Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 19:1; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 
7:13). 
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MI S HNA Rabbi Shimon says: Merit does not delay 


the punishment of the bitter water of a sota, 
and if you say that merit does delay the punishment of the water 
that causes the curse, as stated earlier by the Rabbis (20a), you 
weaken [madhe]' the power of the bitter water before all the 
women who drink the water, who will no longer be afraid of it, as 
they will rely on their merit to save them. And you defame the 
untainted women who drank the water and survived, as people 
say: They are defiled but it is their merit that delayed the punish- 
ment for them. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: Merit delays" the 
punishment of the water that causes the curse, but a woman whose 
punishment is delayed does not give birth and does not flourish; 
rather, she progressively deteriorates. Ultimately she dies by the 
same death as a sota who dies immediately. 


§ If the meal-offering of the sota is rendered impure" before it 
has been sanctified in the service vessel, its status is like that of all 
the other meal-offerings that are rendered impure before being 
sanctified in a service vessel, and it is redeemed. Butif it is rendered 
impure after it has been sanctified in the service vessel, its status 
is like that of all the other meal-offerings that are rendered impure 
after being sanctified in a service vessel, and it is burned. And these 
are the sota women whose meal-offerings are burned if they have 
already been sanctified in a service vessel: 


A woman who confesses and says: I am defiled, and therefore 
prohibited to you;" and a woman with regard to whom witnesses 
came and testified that she is defiled; and a woman who says: I 
will not drink the bitter water of a sota, even if she does not confess 
her guilt; and a woman whose husband changed his mind and does 
not want to force her to drink; and a woman whose husband 
engaged in sexual intercourse with her on the way to the 
Temple. 


And all the women who are married to priests," their meal-offer- 
ings are always burned, as the verse states: “And every meal-offering 

of a priest shall be completely burned; it shall not be eaten” (Leviti- 
cus 6:16). An Israelite woman who is married to a priest, her 

meal-offering is burned; and the daughter of a priest who is 

married to an Israelite, her meal-offering is eaten. 


The mishna asks a general question: What are the differences 
between a priest and the daughter ofa priest? The meal-offering 
of the daughter of a priest is eaten by the priests, but the meal- 
offering of a priest is not eaten." The daughter of a priest can 
become disqualified"’ from marrying a priest and from partaking 
of teruma by engaging in sexual intercourse with someone forbidden 
to her, but a priest does not become desacralized" by engaging in 
sexual intercourse with a woman forbidden to him. 


NOTES 


And all the women who are married to priests, etc. - mia doy 
1 Dy: According to Rashi this principle applies to any meal- 
offering, both obligatory and voluntary, brought by the wife of a 
priest. The commentaries find this explanation difficult; if she brings 
a meal-offering from her own money, why should it be considered 
the meal-offering of a priest? Although generally anything acquired 
by a woman belongs to her husband, there are instances where 
a woman might own possessions to which her husband has no 
rights. Some suggest that in a case where the meal-offering belongs 
entirely to the woman, Rashi would agree that it is not burned 
(Devar Shaul). However, in the Jerusalem Talmud it is explained that 
this principle applies only to the meal-offering of a sota, in which 
the husband certainly has a share (see Keren Ora). 


The daughter of a priest can become disqualified - nbonna mais: 
This halakha applies to any woman who engages in forbidden 
sexual intercourse, not only to the daughter of a priest. Nevertheless, 
since a priest does not become desacralized in this manner, this 
halakha is listed among the differences between a priest and the 
daughter of a priest (Josefot HaRosh). 


A priest does not become desacralized — onma PX pita: Although 
a priest does not become desacralized by engaging in forbidden 
sexual intercourse, as long as he remains married to a woman 
forbidden to him he is unfit to serve in the Temple (Rambam's 
Commentary on the Mishna). 
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The daughter of a priest may become impure" with impurity 
imparted by a corpse, but a priest may not become impure with 
impurity imparted by a corpse except for the burial of his seven 
closest relatives. A priest may eat from offerings of the most 
sacred order,” but the daughter of a priest may not eat from 
offerings of the most sacred order. 


What are the halakhic differences between a man and a woman?" 
A man lets his hair grow and rends his garments” when he is a 
leper, but a woman does not let her hair grow or rend her gar- 
ments when she is a leper. A man can vow that his minor son shall 
be a nazirite,™ obligating the son to remain a nazirite even during 
his adulthood, but a woman cannot vow" that her son shall be a 
nazirite. A man can shave" at the culmination of his naziriteship 
by using offerings originally designated for his father’s nazirite- 
ship, i.e., if one’s father was also a nazirite and he died having 
already designated offerings for the culmination ofhis naziriteship; 
but a woman cannot shave at the culmination of her naziriteship 
by using offerings designated for her father’s naziriteship. 


A man can betroth his daughter" to another man while she is a 
minor, but awoman cannot betroth her daughter even while she 
is a minor. A man can sell his daughter" as a maidservant while 
she is a minor, but a woman cannot sell her daughter as a maid- 
servant even while she is a minor. A man is stoned naked, but a 
woman is not stoned naked. A man is hanged after he is stoned 
for certain transgressions, but a woman is not hanged. A man is 
sold for his committing an act of theft in order to pay his debt, 
but a woman is not sold for her committing an act of theft. 


GEMARA™ Sages taught (Tosefta 2:6): All the 


women who are married into the priest- 
hood, their meal-offerings are burned. How so? With regard to 
the daughter of a priest, or the daughter of a Levite or an Israel- 
ite woman who is married to a priest, her meal-offering is not 
eaten due to the fact that her father or husband, respectively, has 
a share in the meal-offering, and it is therefore treated as the meal- 
offering of a priest, which is not eaten. But it is not completely 
burned without removing a handful from it, as the Torah states 
with regard to the meal-offering of a priest, due to the fact that she 
also has a share in it. Rather, the handful is sacrificed by itself, 
and the remainder of the meal-offering is sacrificed by itself. 


HALAKHA 


The daughter of a priest may become impure, etc. — naya 
^D Maw: A priest is prohibited from becoming impure with 
impurity imparted by a corpse, except in the case of the burial 
of his seven closest relatives or of a corpse with no one to bury 
it. This prohibition does not apply to the daughter of a priest 
(Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Evel 3:1, 11; Shulhan Arukh, Even 
HaEzer 369:1). 


A priest may eat from offerings of the most sacred order, etc. - 
nD WIP wpa baix y>: The sin-offering, the guilt-offering, 
and the ferelice! of the meal-offering are offerings of the most 

sacred order. They are eaten only by the males of the priesthood 

(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 10:3). 


A man lets his hair grow and rends his garments, etc. - wxi 
131 07151 wis: It is a positive mitzva for the leper to cover his 
head and upper lip in the manner of a mourner throughout the 
period of his confirmed leprosy. He must also rend his garments. 
A female leper does not let her hair grow or rend her garments, 
and she does not cover her upper lip (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 10:6, 8). 


A man can vow that his minor son shall be a nazirite - wy 
ma ia Mx VA: A man can vow that his minor son shall be a 
nazirite, even before the son reaches the age at which his own 
vows are valid. A woman cannot vow that her son shall be a 
nazirite (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 2:13). 


A man can shave, etc. - ^3) nibs wx: If a man vowed 
to be a nazirite, and his father was also a nazirite but died 
before he finished his naziriteship, then at the culmination 
of the son's naziriteship he can sacrifice the offerings that his 
father designated for his own naziriteship, and he can shave 
on account of them. However, a woman cannot shave at 
the culmination of her naziriteship by using offerings desig- 
nated for her father’s naziriteship (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Nezirut 8:15). 


Aman can betroth his daughter, etc. —131ina NY WIP WNI: 
A father can betroth his daughter to another man even without 
her knowledge, as long as she is a minor or a young woman. 
However, a mother does not have the authority to betroth her 
daughter even while she is a minor. In the case of a minor girl 
who has no father, if her mother or her brothers marry her off 
with her consent, the marriage is valid by rabbinic ordinance. In 
that case, if upon reaching majority she does not wish to remain 
with her husband she does not require a bill of divorce, and her 
refusal to remain married to him is sufficient in order to annul 
the marriage (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 3:11 and Hilkhot 
Geirushin 11:1; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 37:1, 155:1). 


A man can sell his daughter — ina ny 121 Wi: A minor girl 
who was sold by her father is considered a Hebrew maidservant 
(Rambam Sefer Kinyan, Hilkhot Avadim 41). 


rom the publisher 


NOTES 
What are the halakhic differences between a man and 
a woman — mune wo pa ma: Tosafot note that this list is 
not comprehensive, and many additional differences are 
listed in the Tosefta. 


A man can vow that his minor son shall be a nazirite — 
‘ia Ha NX V WNT: According to Rashi, the father’s 
vow continues to obligate the son even after the son 
reaches the age of majority. Conversely, Tosafot (Nazir 
30a) and the Rambam hold that once the son reaches 
the age of majority, his father ceases to have authority 
over him, and therefore the father’s vow cannot obligate 
him against his will. 


But a woman cannot vow, etc. — 131 T1713 AWA KI: The 
Radak asks how Hannah could vow that if she gave birth 
to a son, he would be a nazirite all his life (see | Samuel, 
chapter 1), as a woman cannot vow that her son shall be a 
nazirite. Some commentaries answer that her declaration 
did not effect the vow; her intention was that she would 
entreat her husband until he imposed the vow on their 
son (Tiferet Yisrael). In any event, Hannah's vow certainly 
falls outside the general halakhot of naziriteship, as she 
took the vow before her son was even conceived, and a 
vow taken with regard to an entity that is not yet in the 
world does not take effect. 
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HALAKHA 

Any offering which is meant to be partly burned on 
the flames of the altar - und wand NT bs: It is 
prohibited to burn on the altar anything that is not fit 
for burning on the altar, e.g., the flesh of sin-offerings 
and guilt-offerings or the remainder of meal-offerings, 
as there is a halakha transmitted by tradition that pro- 
hibits burning the remainder of any offering that is 
meant to be partly burned on the altar (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 5:5). 


You may burn them for the purpose of firewood — 
myy ow mbya TAX: In a case where one burned 
leaven or honey by itself on the altar, if one burned 
it only as firewood, he is exempt from punishment, 
as although it is prohibited to burn these as an offer- 
ing to God, it is permitted to burn them as firewood 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 5:3). 


Perek III 
Daf 23 Amud b 


HALAKHA 

In this case even the Rabbis agree, etc. - Hox xa 
sti pa: In the case of a woman who is married to 
a priest, whether she is the daughter of a priest or 
an Israelite, the remainder of her meal-offering is 
not eaten on account of the share of her husband, 
who is a priest; neither is it burned, on account of her 
share. Rather, the handful is sacrificed by itself, and 
the remainder is scattered on the place of the ashes, 
in accordance with the conclusion of the Gemara. This 
applies both to the meal-offering of a sota and to any 
other meal-offering brought by the wife of a priest 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma'aseh HaKorbanot 
12:12 and Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:15). 


A priest but not to the daughter of a priest — x jn 
Mua: The meal-offering of the daughter of a priest is 
sacrificed in the manner of all other meal-offerings; 
the handful is sacrificed on the altar and the remain- 
der is eaten (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HakKorbanot 2:10). 


NOTES §=———————— 
And he shall not disqualify etc. - 151 Yom xn: The 
Gemara here presents the interpretation of these 
verses in an abbreviated form. Elsewhere (Kiddushin 
77a) the Gemara explains fully why a priest who 
engages in sexual intercourse with a woman forbid- 
den to him does not become desacralized, yet the 
woman with whom he engages in intercourse is dis- 
qualified from marrying a priest. 
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The Gemara asks: One should apply here the principle that in the 
case ofany offering that is meant to be partly burned on the flames 
of the altar," one who burns the remainder of the offering is subject 
to the prohibition: Do not burn. This prohibition is derived from 
the verse: “You shall not burn of it as an offering made by fire unto 
the Lord” (Leviticus 2:11). Yehuda, son of Rabbi Shimon ben Pazi, 
said that the priest burns the remainder not as an offering but for 
the purpose of firewood. This is permitted, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, as it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi 
Eliezer says: With regard to those parts of an offering which may 
not be burned, for a pleasing aroma you may not burn them; 
however, you may burn them on the altar for the purpose of 
firewood." 


The Gemara continues: This works out well according to the 
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, who holds in accordance with this 
reasoning and permits burning the remainder of an offering as 
firewood; however, according to the Rabbis, who do not hold 
in accordance with this reasoning, what can be said? How is 
the remainder burned on the altar? The Gemara answers: With 
regard to the remainder, they act in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, as it is taught in a baraita: 
Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, says with regard to the meal- 
offering of a sinner who is a priest: The handful is removed from 
the meal-offering and sacrificed by itself, and the remainder is 
neither eaten nor burned on the altar; rather, it is scattered on the 
place of the ashes. 


And even the Rabbis do not disagree with Rabbi Elazar, son of 
Rabbi Shimon, except with regard to the meal-offering ofa sinner 
who is a priest, as they hold that it is fit to be sacrificed in its 
entirety without removing a handful. However, in this case, i.e., in 
the case of the meal-offering of a sota who is married to a priest, even 
the Rabbis agree" that its remainder is scattered on the place of 
the ashes, since the handful is removed from the offering. 


§ The mishna states: In the case of an Israelite woman who is 
married to a priest, her meal-offering is burned; and in the case of 
the daughter of a priest who is married to an Israelite, her meal- 
offering is eaten. The Gemara asks: What is the reason for this? This 
is as the verse states: “And every meal-offering of a priest shall be 
completely burned; it shall not be eaten” (Leviticus 6:16). One 
can infer that this applies to a priest, but not to the daughter of a 
priest." 


The mishna states: The daughter of a priest can become disquali- 
fied from marrying a priest and from partaking of teruma by engag- 
ing in sexual intercourse with someone forbidden to her, but a 
priest does not become desacralized by engaging in sexual inter- 
course with a woman forbidden to him. The Gemara asks: From 
where do we derive this? It is as the verse states with regard to 
a priest who marries a woman forbidden to him: “And he shall 
not disqualify" his offspring among his people” (Leviticus 21:15), 
indicating that his offspring from forbidden intercourse are 
desacralized, but he is not personally desacralized through his 
actions. 


The mishna states: A daughter ofa priest may become impure with 
impurity imparted by a corpse, but a priest may not. The Gemara 
asks: What is the reason for this? The Gemara answers: The verse 
states: “Speak to the priests, the sons of Aaron, and say to them: 
None shall become impure for the dead among his people” (Leviti- 
cus 21:1). The verse indicates that this applies to the sons of Aaron 
and not to the daughters of Aaron. 
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The mishna states: A priest may eat from offerings of the most 
sacred order, but a daughter of a priest may not eat from offerings 
of the most sacred order. The Gemara explains: This is derived as it 
is written with regard to the meal-offering, which is an offering of 
the most sacred order: “Every male among the children of Aaron 
may eat of it” (Leviticus 6:11). 


§ The mishna states: And what are the halakhic differences between 
aman and a woman? A man lets his hair grow and rends his garments 
when he is a leper, but a woman does not. The Sages taught: The 
verse states: “He is a leprous man, he is impure” (Leviticus 13:44). I 
have derived only that the halakhot of a confirmed leper apply to a 
man; from where do I derive that they apply to awoman? When it 
says in the subsequent verse: “And the leper’ in whom the plague 
is, his clothes shall be rent, and the hair of his head shall grow wild 
and he shall cover his upper lip; and he shall cry: Impure, impure” 
(Leviticus 13:45), there are two individuals indicated here," as this 
verse did not need to restate “and the leper,” as the subject of the 
verse was clear from the previous verse. 


If so, what is the meaning when the verse states: A leprous “man”? 
This is referring to the matter of rending one’s clothes and letting 
one’s hair grow wild, which is stated in the verse below, and teaches 
that a man lets the hair of his head grow and rends his garments, but 
a woman does not. 


The mishna states: A man can vow that his minor son shall be a 
nazirite, but a woman cannot vow that her son shall be a nazirite. 
Rabbi Yohanan says: This is a halakha transmitted orally to Moses 
from Sinai with regard to the nazirite, and it is not derived from the 
Bible. The mishna states: A man can shave at the culmination of his 
naziriteship by using offerings designated for his father’s nazirite- 
ship, but a woman cannot shave by using offerings designated for 
her father’s naziriteship. Rabbi Yohanan says: This is a halakha 
transmitted orally to Moses from Sinai with regard to the nazirite, 
and it is not derived from the Bible. 


The mishna states: A man can betroth his daughter to another man 
while she is a minor, but a woman cannot betroth her daughter. 
The Gemara explains: This is as it is written: “And the father of the 
maiden shall say to the elders: I gave my daughter to this man as a 
wife” (Deuteronomy 22:16), indicating that it is only the father who 
has the power to betroth his daughter. The mishna states: A man can 
sell his daughter as a maidservant but a woman cannot sell her 
daughter. The Gemara explains: This is derived as it is written: “And 
if a man sells his daughter to be a maidservant” (Exodus 21:7), 
indicating that only a man can sell his daughter, while a woman 
cannot. 


§ The mishna states: A man is stoned naked, but a woman is not 

stoned naked. The Gemara asks: What is the reason for this? The 

Gemara answers: The verse states: “And let the entire congregation 

stone him” (Leviticus 24:14). What does the term “him” come to 

exclude? If we say this means that they stone him but not her, i.e., 
that a woman is not stoned at all, but isn’t it written: “And you shall 

take out that man or that woman, who did this evil thing, to your 

gates, that man or that woman; and you shall stone them with stones, 
and they shall die” (Deuteronomy 17:5). Rather, the term “him” 
excludes his garment, indicating that he is stoned without his 

garment." And a woman is excluded from this halakha, as one 

may infer from the term “him” that they do not stone her without 

her garment. 


The mishna states: A man is hanged, but a woman is not hanged. 
The Gemara asks: What is the reason for this? The verse states: 

“And if a man has committed a sin worthy of death, and he is put to 
death, and you shall hang him on atree” (Deuteronomy 21:22). The 
verse indicates that one should hang “him,” a man, but not her," 
a woman. 


NOTES 
When it says, and the leper, etc. - 1X KTW 
^31 ryg: The later commentaries write that the 
baraita derives this from the term: And the, which is 
apparently superfluous and comes to include women 
in these halakhot (see Minha Hareva). 


HALAKHA 
There are two individuals indicated here — }¥3°77 
Dw: Even if a woman or a eunuch grows a beard, it can 
become impure with leprosy of the beard (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 8:1). 


The term him, without his garment, etc. — xba inix 
3 mips: When one is taken to be stoned, he is first 
stripped of his clothes, and his nakedness is covered 
on his front. A woman is not stoned naked; rather, she 
wears a single robe (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot 
Sanhedrin 15:1). 


Hang him...but not her — Anix x)...inis mbm: Itis 
a positive mitzva to hang the body of a blasphemer 
or an idol worshipper after he is stoned. Only a man is 
hanged, but a woman is not (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, 
Hilkhot Sanhedrin 15:6). 
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HALAKHA 
He is sold for his theft, etc. — ^3) inayaaa: A man is sold 
for committing an act of theft, but a woman is not sold for 


committing an act of theft (Rambam Sefer Nezikim, Hilkhot 
Geneiva 3:12). 
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The mishna states: A man is sold for his committing an act of 
theft, but a woman is not sold for her committing an act of theft. 
The Gemara asks: What is the reason for this? The verse states: “If 
the sun rose upon him, there is blood-guilt for him; he shall make 

restitution; if he has nothing, then he shall be sold for his theft” 
(Exodus 22:2). The verse indicates that he is sold for his theft," 

but she is not sold for her theft. 
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The chapter commenced with a discussion concerning the correct order of the 
Temple ritual for a sota. The Gemara concluded that first the woman drinks the bitter 
water of a sota, and afterward her meal-offering is sacrificed. 


The chapter then proceeded to discuss the halakha in the case of a woman who 
refuses to drink the water or admits that she is defiled. If she recants before the scroll 
is erased she is not forced to drink the bitter water, but if she recants once the scroll is 
erased she is forced to drink unless she admits that she is defiled. With regard to the 
meal-offering of the sota, if the woman refuses to drink the water or admits to being 
defiled, her offering is scattered and burnt in the place of the ashes. The same halakha 
applies to a meal-offering that was rendered impure, and to a meal-offering that was 
invalidated because witnesses came and testified that the woman was unfaithful. 


The Torah describes the death ofa sota who is found to be unfaithful: Her belly swells, 
and her thigh falls away. The Talmud teaches that sometimes her death is delayed due 
to her merits, and she suffers while she slowly deteriorates until her death. 


Also discussed in this chapter was whether it is proper to teach women Torah. 
Although the Talmud cites different opinions on this matter, the Gemara’s conclu- 
sion is that women should not be taught those parts of the Torah that they are 
not required to learn, even though a woman who studies Torah attains reward. 


This chapter also listed and discussed a number of halakhic distinctions between 
men and women. 


Summary of 
Perek III 
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Speak to the children of Israel, and say unto them: If 
the wife of any man goes astray, and acts unfaithfully 
against him. 

(Numbers 5:12) 


But if you have gone astray while under your husband, 
and if you are defiled, and some man has lain with you 
besides your husband. 

(Numbers 5:20) 


And the man shall be clear from iniquity, and that 
woman shall bear her iniquity. 
(Numbers 5:31) 


The previous chapters detailed the manner in which a husband issues a warning to 
his wife not to seclude herself with another man, and explained under what circum- 
stances the woman becomes a sota if she disregards the warning. The particulars of 
the ritual in which the sota drinks the bitter water were also discussed. 


This chapter discusses situations in which certain aspects of the sota ritual do not 
apply. The cases discussed here fall primarily into two categories. The first consists of 
cases where the marriage has not yet been completed, such as the case of a betrothed 
woman or a yevama, a widow waiting for her brother-in-law to perform levirate 
marriage. The second concerns cases where the marriage was prohibited in the first 
place. The chapter also explores whether the woman collects payment of her marriage 
contract in cases where the sota ritual cannot be performed. 


Additionally, the limits of the husband’s ability to issue a warning to his wife are 
discussed. For example, can a husband warn his wife against secluding herself with 
another man, even if he does not suspect that she will engage in sexual intercourse 
with that man? 


The chapter also deals with whether issuing a warning is exclusively the husband’s 
prerogative or whether the court can issue a warning if a woman acts promiscuously 
during her husband’s absence. In situations where the court is entitled to issue a 
warning, the parameters of that warning are enumerated. 


Introduction to 
Perek IV 
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MI S HN A With regard to a betrothed woman’ who 


secluded herself with another man after 
being warned by her betrothed, and a widow waiting for 
her brother-in-law [yavam] to perform levirate marriage who 
secluded herself with another man after being warned by her 
yavam," they neither drink the bitter water nor collect payment 
of their marriage contracts.“ The reason they are not entitled to 
payment of their marriage contracts is that the betrothed woman 
became forbidden to her betrothed or the widow became forbid- 
den to her yavam due to her own actions of entering into seclusion 
with the paramour. And the fact that they do not drink the bitter 
water is as it is stated: “This is the law of jealousy, when a wife, 
while under her husband, goes astray, and is defiled” (Numbers 
5:29). The verse excludes a betrothed woman and a widow await- 
ing her yavam; since they are not yet married, neither is considered 


as “under her husband.” 


aysbm mwa bins piy nyay 
maya win ia 


The mishna delineates cases where the woman's marriage was pro- 
hibited in the first place: With regard to a widow who was married 


to a High Priest," or a divorcée or halutza® who was married to a 
common priest,’ or a mamzeret 


A betrothed woman - TDK: A Jewish wedding is divided 
into two distinct parts: Betrothal and marriage. The betrothal is 
the first stage and is usually effected with money or a monetary 
equivalent, such as a ring, which the man gives the bride. After 
the betrothal, the woman is considered a married woman who 
does not yet reside with her husband. She therefore cannot 
marry another man without first receiving a bill of divorce. 
Although they are legally married, the couple may not yet live 
together as man and wife, and most of their mutual obligations 
do not yet apply. If a betrothed woman engages in sexual inter- 
course with another man, both have violated the prohibition 
against adultery and are liable to be executed. 

The second stage of the marriage process is the marriage 
ceremony. Marriage is effected by having the bride and 
groom come under the bridal canopy, and it confers upon 
the couple both the rights and the responsibilities associated 
with marriage. 

In talmudic times it was not unusual for a year to elapse 
between betrothal and marriage, allowing the bride and 
groom to prepare for the wedding. However, later it became 
the accepted practice to perform both the betrothal ceremony 


A betrothed woman and a widow waiting for her 
brother-in-law...nor collect payment of their marriage 
contracts - mains movi xd)... nyai ADIN: With regard 
to a betrothed woman or a widow. awaiting her yavam, whose 
betrothed or yavam issued a warning to her and who was then 
observed by witnesses to seclude herself with the other man, 
even if she wishes to drink the bitter water and the betrothed or 
the yavam wants her to drink it, she cannot drink it. Rather, she 
is divorced without receiving payment of her marriage contract 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 2:2). 


BACKGROUND 


HALAKHA 


and the marriage ceremony at the same time, in order to pre- 
vent many halakhic and practical difficulties. 


Halutza - myb: A yevama who performed the halitza ritual, 
releasing her from her levirate bond, is known as a halutza. The 
term halitza is derived from the central element of this ritual, 
in which the widow removes a special sandal from the foot of 
one of her deceased husband’s brothers, as when the verse 
states the mitzva for her to remove his sandal, it uses the term 


“vahaletza” (Deuteronomy 25:9). 


A widow who was married to a High Priest or a divorcée or 
halutza who was married to a common priest - aby mabye 

pita pais myssm mona bita: By Torah law, it is prohibited 
for a priest to marry a divorcée and it is prohibited for a High 
Priest to marry a widow (Leviticus 21:7, 14). By rabbinic law, it 
is also prohibited for a priest to marry a halutza. Since these 
prohibitions are not punishable by karet, if a priest betroths 
one of these women, the betrothal takes effect; however, 
it is still prohibited for them to live together, and the off- 
spring of this union are halalim, priests disqualified due to 
flawed lineage. 


A widow who was married to a High Priest -bit mo TIN: 
With regard to a man whose wife was forbidden to him, such as 
a High Priest who was married to a widow, if he issued a warn- 
ing to her and she then secluded herself with the other man, 
she does not drink the bitter water. Rather, she is divorced with- 
out receiving payment of her marriage contract. This halakha 
applies whether his wife was forbidden to him by an explicit 
prohibition, by a prohibition stated as a positive mitzva, or even 
by rabbinic law, e.g., the husband and wife were secondary 
relatives (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 2:9). 


NOTES 


Anda widow waiting for her brother-in-law who secluded 
herself after being warned by her yavam - 02 niwy: The 
commentaries raise a difficulty: The Gemara Gab) concludes 
hat if a widow awaiting her yavam engaged in sexual inter- 
course with another man, she is not forbidden to the yavam. 
f so, why does she forfeit payment of her marriage con- 
ract? Rashi explains that although the yavam is permitted to 
marry her, he can refuse to marry her due to her promiscuous 
behavior, and since his refusal is prompted by her actions, she 
orfeits payment of her marriage contract. 

Many commentaries question Rashi’s understanding and 
offer alternative explanations. Tosafot note that according 
o the Gemara (24b), the mishna is referring to a case where 
he yavam already engaged in sexual intercourse with the 
widow. In this case, by engaging in sexual intercourse with 
another man, the widow becomes prohibited to the yavam, 
and therefore she forfeits payment of her marriage contract. 

Other early commentaries explain that this mishna is not 
in accordance with the halakha. Rather, it is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, who equates women who 
are forbidden by a standard Torah prohibition to women who 
are forbidden on penalty of karet. Since a widow awaiting her 
yavam is prohibited to everyone else, Rabbi Akiva holds that 
if she engages in sexual intercourse with another man she 
becomes prohibited to the yavam (Tosefot HaRash; Tosefot 
HaRosh). 


A betrothed woman...nor collect payment of their mar- 
riage contracts - 7373 3 nbvi x.. mony: Although there 
is an amoraic dispute as to whether a betrothed woman is 
entitled to a marriage contract, all agree that under normal 
circumstances, if her betrothed wrote her a marriage con- 
tract, she is entitled to collect at least the main sum, which 
is one hundred dinars for a widow or a divorcée and two 
hundred dinars for a virgin. This is what she stands to lose if 
she secludes herself with another man after being warned 
by her betrothed. 

The phrase “while under her husband” (Numbers 5:29) 
excludes these women only from drinking the bitter water, 
but not from the halakha that prohibits a sota to her husband 
until the bitter water evaluates her fidelity, and since she can- 
not drink the bitter water, divorce is the only alternative. Since 
the woman put herself in this position, she loses her right to 
collect payment of her marriage contract, even though there 
is no certainty that she was defiled. For this reason, even Beit 
Shammai, who hold that a woman who cannot drink the 
bitter water due to her husband's death collects payment of 
her marriage contract, concede that in this case she does not 
collect payment of her marriage contract. 
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NOTES 


They either drink the bitter water or they do not 
collect payment of their marriage contracts — 
mana nihi x ix nini ix: The Gemara explains 
elsewhere (Ketubot 81a) that only the husband can 
bring the sota to the Temple to drink. The mishna’s 
intention here is that since the sota women must 
drink the bitter water in order to collect payment 
of their marriage contracts, and they cannot do so 
once their husbands have died, they consequently 
do not collect payment of their marriage contracts. 


A woman who was pregnant with the child of 
another, etc. -= ^3) wan mayn: The Sages pro- 
hibited one from marrying a pregnant or nursing 
woman until the child is born and weaned, as the 
woman is liable to become pregnant and cease 
actating. This could endanger the child's life, since 
his sustenance must be claimed from the former 
husband or from his estate, and the second hus- 
band might be lax in his efforts to ensure proper 
care of a child who is not his own. The tanna‘im 
elsewhere disagree with regard to the length of 
ime required until the woman may remarry; how- 
ever, the halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
hat states that this stricture is in effect until a child 
is twenty-four months old. 


He can separate from her, etc. - swan KIT bix 
"131: According to the Rabbis, even if one married a 
pregnant or nursing woman when it was prohibited 
to marry her, he is permitted to separate from her 
and remarry her after the requisite time has elapsed. 
Rabbi Meir, however, disagrees with the Rabbis, and 
holds that since the man married the pregnant or 
nursing woman when he was prohibited from 
doing so, he is required to divorce her and may 
never remarry her, and therefore, this constitutes 
a prohibited marriage with regard to the halakha 
of a sota (Rambam's Commentary on the Mishna). 
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or Gibeonite woman who was married to a Jew of unflawed 
lineage, or a Jewish woman of unflawed lineage who was married 
to a mamzer or a Gibeonite, all of these women neither drink 
the bitter water nor collect payment of their marriage contracts, 
as the sota ritual applies only to permitted marriages. 


And the following women neither drink the bitter water nor 
collect payment of their marriage contracts: A woman who 
confesses and says: I am defiled," and a woman with regard to 
whom witnesses came" and testified that she is defiled, and a 
woman who says: I will not drink the bitter water," even if she 
does not confess her guilt. 


However, a woman whose husband said: I will not have her 
drink," and a woman whose husband engaged in sexual inter- 
course with her on the way to the Temple, collect payment of 
their marriage contracts even though they do not drink the bitter 
water, as it is due to the husbands that they do not drink. 


If the husbands of sota women died before their wives drank" 
the bitter water, Beit Shammai say: They collect payment of 
their marriage contracts and they do not drink the bitter water. 
And Beit Hillel say: They either drink the bitter water or they do 
not collect payment of their marriage contracts." 


A woman who was pregnant with the child of another’ man" at 
the time of her marriage and a woman who was nursing the child 
of another man at the time of her marriage neither drink the 
bitter water nor collect payment of their marriage contracts. This 
is because by rabbinic law they may not marry for twenty-four 
months after the baby’s birth, and therefore these also constitute 
prohibited marriages. This is the statement of Rabbi Meir. And 
the Rabbis say: He can separate from her," and remarry her after 
the time of twenty-four months has elapsed, and therefore these 
are considered permitted marriages, and the women can drink 
the bitter water. 


HALAKHA 


A woman who confesses and says, | am defiled — "xb NyaiK7 
g: A woman who secluded herself with another man after being 
warned is not forced to drink the bitter water. Therefore, if she 
confesses and says: | am defiled, she does not drink. Her husband 
is required to divorce her, she forfeits payment of her marriage 
contract, and she is forbidden to him forever (Rambam Sefer Nashim, 
Hilkhot Sota 2:1). 


And a woman with regard to whom witnesses came, etc. — Kaw) 
“poy ah: If witnesses testified that a sota was defiled, she does 
not drink the bitter water. Her husband is required to divorce her, 
she forfeits payment of her marriage contract, and she is forbidden 
to him forever (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 1:14). 


And a woman who says, | will not drink the bitter water, etc. - 
AaDaniw ye wx: A woman who does not want to drink the 

bitter | water is not forced to drink, even if she maintains that she is 

innocent of adultery. However, her husband must divorce her, and 

she does not collect payment of her marriage contract, and she is 

forbidden to him forever (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 2:1). 


A woman whose husband said, | will not have her drink, etc. — 
NADTO YK awa ‘atx: Ifa woman secluded herself with another 


man after she was warned but her husband does not want to 
have her drink, or if her husband engaged in sexual intercourse 
with her after the seclusion, she does not drink the bitter water. 
Her husband is required to divorce her and pay her the sum of her 
marriage contract, and she is forbidden to him forever (Rambam 
Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 2:1). 


If the husbands of sota women died before their wives drank — 
nw Kow Y E ama: A sota whose husband died before she 
drank the bitter water does not drink it. She also does not collect 
payment of her marriage contract, in accordance with the opinion 
of Beit Hillel (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 2:7). 


A woman who was pregnant with the child of another man, 
etc. = 131 aN may: In this case, either a man married a woman 
who was pregnant with the child of another man, or he married a 
woman who was nursing the child of another man, in violation of 
the rabbinic prohibition against such a marriage. Subsequently, the 
woman secluded herself with a different man, after being warned. 
The woman is required to drink the bitter water, as her marriage, 
though prohibited, could be rectified, in accordance with the opin- 
ion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 2:9). 
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A sexually underdeveloped woman who is incapable of bearing 
children [ailonit],° and an elderly woman," and a woman who is 
incapable of giving birth for other reasons, neither collect pay- 
ment of their marriage contracts nor drink the bitter water, as 
marrying a woman who cannot give birth constitutes a violation 
of the mitzva to be fruitful and multiply. Rabbi Elazar says: He can 
marry another woman and procreate through her; therefore, 
these are considered permitted marriages, and women in these 
categories can drink the bitter water. 


And all other women either drink the bitter water or do not 
collect payment of their marriage contracts. The wife of a priest 
drinks," and if she is found to be innocent of adultery, she is 
permitted to her husband. The wife of a eunuch also drinks." 


A husband can issue a warning to his wife forbidding her to seclude 
herself with any man, even with regard to all those men with 
whom relations are forbidden," e.g., her father or brother, with 
the exception of a minor and of one who is not a man, i.e., in a 
situation where a man suspects his wife of bestiality. 


And these are the women to whom the court issues a warning" 
in place of their husbands: One whose husband became a deaf- 
mute or became an imbecile,’ or was incarcerated in prison. The 
Sages said that the court warns her not in order to have her drink 
the bitter water if she disobeys the warning, but in order to dis- 
qualify her from receiving payment of her marriage contract. 
Rabbi Yosei says: The court’s warning also serves to have her 
drink, and when her husband is released from prison he has 
her drink. 


HALAKHA 


A sexually underdeveloped woman and an elderly woman, 
etc. = 13) 7PM myi: With regard to one who married a 
woman who is unable to conceive, including a woman who 
is sexually underdeveloped or elderly; if he has not yet fulfilled 
the mitzva of procreation and does not have another wife who 
is fertile, and he issues a warning to his wife and she neverthe- 
less secludes herself with another man, she does not drink the 
bitter water and she does not collect payment of her marriage 
contract. However, if the husband has already fulfilled the mitzva 
of procreation or if he has another wife who is fertile, and he 
issues a warning to his wife who is unable to conceive, she 
may drink the bitter water. This ruling is in accordance with the 
unattributed mishna, as explained in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer 
Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 2:9). 


The wife of a priest drinks - Aniw yia nwy: A sota who drank 
the bitter water and did not die immediately is permitted to her 
husband, even if he is a priest. She is permitted to her husband 
even if her health begins to deteriorate, as long as she is not 
afflicted in her belly and thighs in the manner described in the 
Torah (see Numbers 5:27) with regard to a sota who was defiled 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:21). 


The wife of a eunuch drinks - Aniw Dip ney: The wife of a 
eunuch drinks the bitter water. This halakha applies both with 
regard to someone who was born a eunuch and to someone 
who was castrated, provided that the woman was permitted to 
marry him (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 2:6). 


A husband can issue a warning with regard to all those 
with whom relations are forbidden, etc. - ninw bs » by 
"131 papta: A husband issues a warning to his wife by cautioning 
her before two witnesses not to seclude herself with a par- 
ticular man. He may issue a warning to his wife with regard 
to any man who has reached majority, even with regard to 
forbidden relatives, e.g., her father or brother, or with regard 
to a gentile. One may even warn her with regard to a man 
who is incapable of completing sexual intercourse. However, 
if one issues a warning to his wife with regard to a minor or 
with regard to an animal, this is not considered a valid warning 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 1:1, 6; Shulhan Arukh, Even 
HaEzer 178:2). 


And these are the women to whom the court issues a warn- 
ing, etc. - 15) m Papa pa maw bre: If a husband becomes 
a deaf-mute or an imbecile, or if he is in another country or 
incarcerated in prison, and the court hears rumors concerning 
the promiscuous behavior of his wife, the court summons her 
and warns her not to seclude herself with a particular man. If 
she then secludes herself with that individual, the court forbids 
her to her husband and tears up her marriage contract. If the 
husband is capable of divorcing her, he must do so; he cannot 
make her drink the bitter water, as he did not issue the warning 
himself, in accordance with the opinion of the unattributed 
mishna (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 1:10-11; Shulhan 
Arukh, Even HaEzer 178:13). 


BACKGROUND 


A sexually underdeveloped woman who is incapable of 
bearing children [ailonit] - mio: The Talmud discusses 
the halakhot of an ailonitin great detail, primarily in tractate 
Yevamot. It appears from these discussions that an ailonit 
is a woman with a genetic disorder that renders her inca- 
pable of bearing children. This condition is viewed as being 
distinct from that of other women, who have suffered from 
medical complications or defects that subsequently ren- 
dered them infertile, although their physical and sexual 
development was normal. By contrast, the ailonit can be 
recognized by certain abnormal physical traits, including 
a lack of secondary sex characteristics such as pubic hair. 
There appear to be several types of medical situations in 
which a woman is considered to be an ailonit, including 
women who suffer from a surplus of male hormones and 
those who suffer from Turner syndrome. 

The halakhic literature contains many discussions with 
regard to the status of the ailonit, primarily due to the fact 
that her secondary sex characteristics are either entirely 
absent or appear only at an older age. One of the discus- 
sions concerns the age at which the ailonit reaches her 
majority. 


One whose husband became a deaf-mute or became 
an imbecile - 7ynwi ix awa wa "a: In the past, indi- 
viduals who were deaf and mute were generally unable 
to communicate with their surroundings, and as a result, 
their intellectual development was extremely limited. The 
categories of a deaf-mute, an imbecile, and a minor are 
frequently grouped together in the Talmud, as they were 
viewed as sharing the characteristics of limited intellectual 
capacity and the lack of ability to act responsibly. As a result, 
they are exempt from the obligation to perform mitzvot, 
and are not held responsible for any damage they may 
cause. They also lack the legal capacity to act as agents. 
Although these categories are often mentioned together, 
there are many differences between the halakhot govern- 
ing each of them. The later authorities discuss the legal 
status of a deaf-mute who acquires the ability to commu- 
nicate and is therefore not considered to be comparable 
to an imbecile. 
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PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Yoshiya - mx 127; A fourth-generation tanna, 


Rabbi Yoshiya was one of the younger students of Rabbi 
Yishmael, and the colleague and regular disputant of Rabbi 
Yonatan. It appears that he lived a long life, as he also 
appears in disputes with Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 


Perek IV 
Daf24 Amud b 


NOTES 


A mentally ill person [shiamum] - omyw: The term 
shiamum refers to a form of mental illness in which one 


might cease functioning due to severe depression or mel- 


ancholy. It is used to refer both to the illness and to the 
sick individual. 
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G E M A RA The mishna states that a betrothed woman 


and a widow awaiting her yavam do not 
drink the bitter water. The Gemara infers: She does not drink, but 
the husband or yavam can warn her against secluding herself with 
another man, and if she violates his warning, she is forbidden to him. 
The Gemara asks: From where are these matters derived? The 
Gemara answers: This is derived as the Sages taught with regard to 
the verse: “Speak to the children of Israel and say unto them: If 
the wife of any man goes astray, and acts unfaithfully against him” 
(Numbers 5:12). The superfluous phrase “and say unto them” is an 
amplification, and serves to include a betrothed woman and a 
widow awaiting her yavam in the halakhot of warning. 


And whose opinion is expressed in the mishna? It is the opinion of 
Rabbi Yonatan, as it is taught in a baraita with regard to the verse: 


“And the priest shall cause her to swear, and shall say to the woman: 


If no man has lain with you, and if you have not gone aside to defile- 
ment while under your husband” (Numbers 5:19). This excludes 
a betrothed woman, who does not yet live with her betrothed, from 
the ritual of the bitter water. One might have thought that I exclude 
even a widow awaiting her yavam; therefore, the verse states: “If 
the wife of any man goes astray” (Numbers 5:12). The term “any 
man” serves to include a widow awaiting her yavam in the ritual of 
the bitter water. This is the statement of Rabbi Yoshiya.” 


Rabbi Yonatan says: The phrase “while under your husband” 
excludes a widow awaiting her yavam from drinking the bitter 
water. Lest one would say that I will exclude a widow awaiting 
her yavam but I will not exclude a betrothed woman, the verse 
therefore states: “This is the law of jealousy, when a wife, while 
under her husband, goes astray, and is defiled” (Numbers 5:29). 
The term “while under her husband” excludes a betrothed woman 
from drinking the bitter water. 


The Gemara explains the dispute: One Sage, Rabbi Yonatan, holds 
that the bond with the betrothed woman is stronger, as it is his 
own betrothal, whereas in the case of a widow awaiting her yavam, 
the bond stems from his brother’s betrothal. And furthermore, if 
the betrothed woman commits adultery, she is stoned due to her 
bond with him, whereas a widow awaiting her yavam who engages 
in sexual intercourse with another man is liable only to receive 
lashes. Since the bond with the betrothed woman is stronger, Rabbi 
Yonatan derives from the phrase “while under your husband” that a 
widow awaiting her yavam is excluded with respect to the bitter 
water, whereas a betrothed woman is excluded only because of the 
phrase “and say unto them.” 


And one Sage, Rabbi Yoshiya, holds that the bond with the widow 
awaiting her yavam is stronger, as she is not lacking entry into the 
wedding canopy, as her marriage to the yavam is completed through 
sexual intercourse alone. Rabbi Yoshiya therefore excludes only a 
betrothed woman from drinking the bitter water. 


The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Yonatan, who excludes both a 
betrothed woman and a widow awaiting her yavam from drinking 
the bitter water, what does he do with this term “any man”? What 
does it serve to include? The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yonatan 
requires it in order to include the wife of a deaf-mute and the wife 
of an imbecile, and the wife of 


a mentally ill person [shiamum]," whom the court warns on 
behalf of the husband. The Gemara asks: And according to Rabbi 
Yoshiya, what does he do with this term “while under her hus- 
band”? The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yoshiya requires it in order to 
compare a man to a woman and a woman to a man, as explained 
later (27a). 
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The Gemara asks: But according to both opinions, the reason for the 
exclusion of a betrothed woman is that these verses are written; if 
it were not so, I would say that a betrothed woman drinks. But 
when Rabbi Aha bar Hanina came from the South,’ he came and 
brought the following baraita with him: The verse states: “But if you 
have gone astray while under your husband, and if you are defiled, 
and some man has lain with you besides your husband” (Numbers 
5:20). This indicates that the halakhot of a sota apply only when 
sexual intercourse with the husband preceded" sexual intercourse 
with the paramour, and not in a case when sexual intercourse with 
the paramour preceded intercourse with the husband. In the case 
ofa betrothed woman who committed adultery, intercourse with the 
paramour preceded intercourse with the betrothed, and this verse 
excludes her from drinking the bitter water of the sota. 


Rami bar Hama said: You find the necessity for an additional exclu- 
sion in a case where her betrothed engaged in sexual intercourse 
with her in her father’s house, i.e., before they were married, and 
before the sexual intercourse with the paramour. 


The Gemara questions this explanation: In the corresponding situ- 
ation with regard to a widow awaiting her yavam, whom Rabbi 
Yonatan excludes from the sota ritual due to the exclusion from the 
phrase “while under your husband,’ is the necessity for this exclusion 
due to a case where the yavam engaged in sexual intercourse 
with her in her father-in-law’s house before the levirate marriage 
took place? But do you call that woman a widow awaiting her 
yavam? She is his full-fledged wife, as didn’t Rav say: If a widow 
awaiting her yavam engaged in sexual intercourse with her yavam, 
even without the intention of implementing a levirate marriage, he 
has acquired her as his wife with respect to all aspects of marriage," 
including the halakhot of a sota. 


The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yonatan’s opinion is in accordance with 
the opinion of Shmuel, as Shmuel says: A yavam who engages in 
sexual intercourse with his yevama without intending to consummate 
the levirate marriage does not acquire her as his wife except with 
regard to those matters that are stated in the passage in the Torah 
that deals with levirate marriage, i.e., that he inherits his brother's 
estate, and he can free the widow with a bill of divorce without halitza 
(see Yevamot 56a). He is not considered fully married to the woman, 
and, according to Rabbi Yonatan, the halakhot of a sota do not apply 
to her. 


The Gemara asks: If so, let us say that Rav stated his opinion in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yoshiya, and Shmuel stated 
his opinion in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yonatan. The 
Gemara rejects this interpretation: Rav could have said to you: I 
state my opinion even according to the opinion of Rabbi Yonatan. 
Since it was necessary for the verse to exclude a yevama who 
engaged in sexual intercourse with her yavam from the sota ritual, 
by inference one may derive that she is his full-fledged wife with 
regard to all other matters. 


Came from the South — xiiv92...6nt: This refers to Judea, 
which is south of the Galilee. After the bar 
land of Judea was almost completely devastated and the center 
of Jewish life in Eretz Yisrael shifted to the Galilee. Despite this, 
there remained some important centers of learning in Judea, 
including Lod, and further south, in the vicinity of Beit Guvrin. 
These centers preserved many ancient traditions that were 
unknown in the Galilee, and at times Sages from there traveled 
to the Galilee and reported these traditions to the Sages in the 


Galilee. 


Ruins of ancient synagogue in Susya, southeast of Beit Guvrin 


BACKGROUND 


okheva revolt, the 
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HALAKHA 


When sexual intercourse with the husband preceded, 
etc. - a bya DDI WaIPwH: With regard to a married 
woman who secluded herself with another man after 
being warned, if the seclusion occurred before her hus- 
band engaged in sexual intercourse with her, she does not 
drink the bitter water. Her husband is required to divorce 
her, she forfeits payment of her marriage contract, and 
she is forbidden to him forever (Rambam Sefer Nashim, 
Hilkhot Sota 2:5). 


He has acquired her as his wife for all aspects of 
marriage - Y3} map: A yavam who engages in sexual 
intercourse with his yevama acquires her as his wife with 
regard to all aspects of marriage, as the halakha is in 
accordance with Rav in his disputes with Shmuel, with 
the exception of disputes concerning monetary mat- 
ters. He acquires her as his wife irrespective of whether 
he engaged in sexual intercourse with her intentionally, 
unwittingly, or even under duress, and irrespective of 
whether the intercourse was complete or partial. 

However, this ruling applies only with regard to a 
yevama who had been married to the brother of the 
yavam. In the case of a yevama who had only been 
betrothed to the brother of the yavam, if the yavam 
engages in sexual intercourse with her unwittingly or 
under duress, he does not acquire her as his full-fledged 
wife; furthermore, if the yavam is a priest, he does not 
enable her to partake of teruma. In addition, some say that 
if the yavam engaged in intercourse with her unwittingly 
or under duress, he does not acquire her as his wife with 
regard to inheriting from her, becoming ritually impure 
for her when she dies if he is a priest, or nullifying her 
vows. Some authorities add that the same is true with 
regard to a yavam who performed only the initial stage 
of intercourse (Rambam Sefer Zera’‘im, Hilkhot Terumot 8:6 
and Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum VaHalitza 2:3; Shulhan 
Arukh, Even HaEzer 166:7, 9). 
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Perek IV 
Daf25 Amuda 


NOTES 


A woman who violates the precepts of halakha or Jew- 
ish custom — niy myaiy: The mishna in tractate Ketubot 
(72a) discusses two types of women who may be divorced 
without payment of their marriage contracts: A woman 
who violates the precepts of Moses, and a woman who 
violates the precepts of Jewish women, i.e., custom. A 
woman who violates the precepts of Moses is one who 
violates Torah law. The early commentaries explain that 
this applies specifically to a woman who violates Torah 
law in a manner that causes her husband to transgress 
as well, e.g, a woman who serves him untithed food or 
engages in sexual intercourse with him without immers- 
ing in a ritual bath after menstruating (see Meiri). A woman 
who violates the precepts of Jewish women is one who 
conducts herself immodestly, in a manner unbefitting a 
Jewish woman. 


HALAKHA 


One can issue a warning to a betrothed woman to have 
her drink when she is married - ampwmd mon) papa 
TRW KTW: In the case of one who issues a warning 
to his betrothed or to his yevama while she is awaiting 
levirate marriage, and she secludes herself with the other 
man after they are married, the woman drinks the bitter 
water (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 2:5). 


1§2 SOTA: PEREK IV: 25A- m3911 p9 


vat DIK ANT are TAK DRWA 
tban mah KIP PONT MN 
rd NOT IAW yal 


aay oot by maiy amd xvas 
APS Ie ADANI APPT? MYYN 
ny by MAWI PI PWN 19 PD 
YDA NIT IN SYNT NIYI N N'T 

PAA VIPA A INT ANT 


niniw x) DD maw TONY yaw KA 
KIT MIT Aven DND mbps Kb 
wy DRAY ab Ap MP XT KOM 

aging APOY 


x33 37 .ydy mpind xb ar vox 
KADITI TWD MT! ADIPI NX 
Kawa ANPUT A papa px 
amped one papa bax onys 

mei KIWI 


bins Y TIDY YAV XA NII TON 
TIANYA, viTI irish mbm TON 
xb - pada tad eo na byw 

sana nivi K ninw 


ap map XI NIDU KYT NIT KIUN 
ITON N7- voy pind w aeda ant 
30an pps x Kby yp 


TIPIK xb Apo AA 31 TWN 
bya TONY OWS 07 byae byiab 
byiab aX 72 


And Shmuel could have said: I state my opinion even accord- 
ing to the opinion of Rabbi Yoshiya. Since it was necessary for 
the verse to specifically include in the sota ritual a yevama who 

engaged in sexual intercourse with her yavam, by inference one 

may conclude that she is not his wife at all with regard to any 
matters other than those explicit in the verse. 


§ A dilemma was raised before the Sages: With regard to 
a woman who violates the precepts of halakha or Jewish 
custom" with regard to modesty, who may be divorced without 
payment of her marriage contract, is forewarning from her 
husband required in order to cause her to forfeit her right to 
collect payment of her marriage contract or is forewarning 
not required? Do we say that since she is a woman who vio- 
lates the precepts, forewarning is not required, as she is aware 
that her actions are prohibited? Or perhaps forewarning is 
required, so that if she desires to repent, she will be reminded 
to repent? 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof from the mishna: 
A betrothed woman and a widow awaiting her yavam neither 
drink the bitter water nor collect payment of their marriage 
contracts. It is possible to infer that she does not drink, but the 
husband or yavam can warn her against secluding herself with 
another man. For what halakha is his warning relevant? Is it not 
relevant to cause her to forfeit her right to collect payment of 
her marriage contract? Accordingly, a woman forfeits payment 
of her marriage contract due to immodest behavior only if she 
is warned. 


Abaye said: No, the relevance of the warning of the husband or 
yavam is to render her forbidden to him in the event that she 
secludes herself with another man. Rav Pappa said: The rele- 
vance of the warning is to have her drink if she secludes herself 
with another man when she is married, as it is taught in a 
baraita: One does not issue a warning to a betrothed woman 
in order to have her drink while she is betrothed. However, 
one can issue a warning to a betrothed woman in order to 
have her drink when she is married." 


Rava said: Come and hear a proof from the continuation of 
the mishna: A widow who was married to a High Priest, or a 
halutza who was married to a common priest, or a mamzeret 
or Gibeonite woman who was married to a Jew of unflawed 
lineage, or a Jewish woman of unflawed lineage who was mar- 
ried to a mamzer or a Gibeonite; all of these women neither 
drink the bitter water nor collect payment of their marriage 
contracts. 


The Gemara infers: She does not drink, but the husband or 
yavam can warn her against secluding herself with another man. 
But for what halakha is his warning relevant? If it is in order to 
prohibit these women to him, aren’t they currently prohibited 
to him? Rather, is it not relevant to cause them to forfeit their 
rights to collect payment of their marriage contracts? This 
indicates that only when a woman is warned in advance does 
her immodest behavior cause her to forfeit her right to collect 
payment of her marriage contract. 


Rav Yehuda of Diskarta said: No, the relevance of the warning 
is to render her permanently forbidden to her paramour, 
should she seclude herself with him, just as she would become 
forbidden to her husband, as we learned ina mishna (27b): Just 
as she is forbidden to her husband, so is she forbidden to her 
paramour. 
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Rav Hanina of Sura said: Come and hear a proof from the con- 
tinuation of the mishna: And these are the women to whom the 
court issues a warning in place of their husbands: One whose 
husband became a deaf-mute or became an imbecile, or was 
incarcerated in prison. And the Sages said that the court warns 
her not in order to have her drink the bitter water if she disobeys 
the warning; rather in order to disqualify her from receiving 
payment of her marriage contract. Since the sole purpose of the 
warning issued by the court is to disqualify her from receiving 
payment of her marriage contract in the event she secludes herself 
with the man, one can learn from the mishna that similarly, a 
woman who violates the precepts requires forewarning." The 
Gemara concludes: Indeed, one can learn from the mishna that 
a warning is required. 


The Gemara asks: With regard to all of the other Sages, who pro- 
posed inconclusive proofs from other clauses of the mishna, what 
is the reason they did not say that proof can be adduced from 
this explicit statement? The Gemara answers: They reasoned that 
perhaps it is different there, as the wife has no fear of her hus- 
band at all, since he is either incapacitated or incarcerated, and 
therefore she must be warned first. In other cases, an explicit 
warning is unnecessary. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: If a woman violates the 
precepts and her husband desires to maintain her" as his wife, 
may he maintain her as his wife or may he not maintain her as 
his wife? Do we say that the Merciful One made the requirement 
to divorce her dependent on the husband’s objection to her 
behavior, and as this husband does not raise an objection he may 
maintain her as his wife? Or perhaps, since the Torah objects 
to this behavior, it is considered as though he objected, as the 
requirement to divorce her is due to the Torah’s objection to this 
behavior, irrespective of the husband’s wishes. 


The Gemara cites poof: Come and hear the mishna: And these 
are the women to whom the court issues a warning in place of 
their husbands: One whose husband became a deaf-mute or 
became an imbecile, or was incarcerated in prison. And if you 
say that should the husband desire to maintain her as his wife 
he may maintain her as his wife, perhaps he may not want the 
court to warn her. Would the court perform a matter that is 
perhaps not amenable to the husband? The Gemara replies: The 
ordinary situation is that since she is violating the precepts, it 
is amenable to the husband to divorce her, and the court acts 
under this assumption. 


§ A dilemma was raised before the Sages: With regard to a 
husband who issued a warning to his wife and later retracted 
his warning, as he did not wish his wife to acquire the status of 
a sota, is his warning retracted, or is it not retracted? Do we 
say that the Merciful One made acquiring the status of a 
sota dependent on the husband’s warning,’ and the husband 
retracted his warning? Or perhaps, since he warned her at the 
outset, he can no longer retract his warning? 


The Gemara cites proof that the husband cannot retract his warn- 
ing: Come and hear the mishna: And these are the women to 
whom the court issues a warning in place of their husbands: One 
whose husband became a deaf-mute or became an imbecile, or 
was incarcerated in prison. And if you say that in the case of a 
husband who retracted his warning, his warning is retracted, 
would we, i.e., the court, do something that the husband can 
come and retract? This would cause a diminution of the esteem 
of the court. The Gemara replies: The ordinary situation is that 
a person concurs with the opinion of the court and would not 
retract a warning issued by the court, so this is not a concern. 
Therefore, no proof can be brought from the mishna. 


HALAKHA 


Learn from the mishna that a woman who violates the 
precepts requires forewarning — ANYIT Ya FIA yaw: 
A woman who violates the precepts of Moses, i.e., Torah 
law, or the precepts of Jewish women, i.e., custom, must be 
warned in the presence of witnesses in order to cause her to 
forfeit her right to collect payment of her marriage contract. 
Some authorities (Maharam of Rothenberg) hold that the 
husband must explicitly state that if she does not repen 
she will forfeit payment of her marriage contract, whereas 
others hold that it is unnecessary to state this explicitly (see 
Beit Shmuel). lf there are no witnesses and she claims tha 
she did not violate the precepts, she may collect paymen 
of her marriage contract only after taking an oath to tha 
effect (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 24:16; Shulhan 
Arukh, Even HaEzer 115:4). 


Awoman violates the precepts and her husband desires 
to maintain her — ap bya ayy nt by maty: In the 
case of a woman who violates the precepts of Moses or 
the precepts of Jewish women, her husband is not forced 
to divorce her. If he wishes to maintain her as his wife, 
he may do so, although it is a mitzva for him to divorce 
her. However, even if he does not divorce her, she still 
forfeits her right to collect payment of her marriage con- 
tract. The Helkat Mehokek holds that if her husband did 
not divorce her and she then repented, he must write her 
a new marriage contract, as the old one lost its validity 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 2:16; Shulhan Arukh, 
Even HaEzer 115:4). 


NOTES 


The Merciful One made acquiring the status of a sota 
dependent on the husband's warning - byar nypa 
Ka xbn: An alternate version of the text renders this 
phrase: The Merciful One made acquiring the status of a 
sota dependent on the husband's objection (She’i/tot deRav 
Ahai Gaon). This clarifies the rationale for the possibility 
that a husband can retract his warning: Since he issued a 
warning only because he objected to his wife's behavior, 
he can claim that he no longer objects. 
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PERSONALITIES 

Ze’eira, of the men of Jerusalem — Dyan WINI NPY: 
This scholar is mentioned in a few sources, andit appears 
from the names of his colleagues that he lived toward 
the end of the tannaitic period. He cites statements of 
the people of Jerusalem, referring to a small community 
that devotedly remained in the holy city of Jerusalem 
even after the destruction of the city and the subse- 
quent period of persecution. 


BACKGROUND 


A rebellious Elder — "yaa tt: Whenever there was a 
major dispute among the Sages as to how a halakhic 
practice should be performed, the matter was brought 
before the Great Sanhedrin for clarification and resolu- 
tion. Ifthe Sanhedrin did not reach a unanimous conclu- 
sion, the matter was decided according to the majority, 
and the decision was binding upon the entire nation. 
A Sage could disagree with that decision, but he was 
obliged to follow the opinion of the majority and to 
instruct others to do so. If a Sage who was ordained 
and fit to serve in the Great Sanhedrin instructed others 
0 follow his opinion in contradiction of the opinion 
of the majority, he was deemed a rebellious Elder and 
iable to be executed by strangulation, provided that 
he question in dispute was of a significant degree of 
importance. 


A stubborn and rebellious son — nyia io ja: The 
Torah (Deuteronomy 21:18-21) states that a stubborn 
and rebellious son, who does not obey his parents, is 
iable to receive the death penalty. The Sages explain 
hat this refers to a child between the ages of thirteen 
and thirteen and three months who steals money from 
his parents in order to eat a gluttonous meal of meat and 
wine in the company of worthless men. If his parents 
bring him to court because of this act, he is exhorted 
o desist and is liable to receive lashes. If he repeats the 
same misdeed and is again brought to court within this 
hree-month period, he is liable to receive the death 
penalty. The Gemara (Sanhedrin 72a) explains that the 
severe punishment in this case stems from the fact that 
his individual will inevitably continue down a path of 
moral deterioration, eventually becoming a robber and 
a murderer. Therefore, it is better that he should die inno- 
cent rather than guilty. The halakhic details limiting the 
application of this case are so restrictive that according 
to some of the Sages, this halakha was never put into 
practice. The details of this halakha are discussed in the 
eighth chapter of tractate Sanhedrin. 


HALAKHA 


And a stubborn and rebellious son, etc. — 11D }3) 
3) Mi: A stubborn and rebellious son whose par- 
ents forgave him before the court issued a verdict is 
exempt from being punished (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, 
Hilkhot Mamrim 7:8). 


But with regard to forgiving a rebellious Elder they 
did not agree with me - b atin xd NO [Pt dyn: The 
court may not relinquish its honor and forgive a rebel- 
lious Elder. This is so that discord will not proliferate 
among the Jewish people (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, 
Hilkhot Mamrim 3:4). 


A husband who retracted his warning, etc. - bya 
^D wp by Snaw: The husband can retract his warning 
before his wife secludes herself with the other man; 

however, once the seclusion occurs, he cannot retract 
his warning. If one divorces his wife, the divorce effects 
a retraction of the warning; in a case where a husband 

issues a warning and later divorces his wife and sub- 
sequently remarries her, then if he wants to warn her 
he must issue a new warning (Rambam Sefer Nashim, 
Hilkhot Sota 1:7; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 178:12). 
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The Gemara cites proof: Come and hear another mishna (7a): 
When the husband takes the sota to the Temple, he first takes her 
to the local court, and the court provides him with two Torah 
scholars who accompany them, lest he engage in sexual inter- 
course with her on the way to the Temple, which is prohibited due 
to her status as a sota. And if you say that with regard to a husband 
who retracted his warning, his warning is retracted, let him 
retract his warning and engage in sexual intercourse with her. 


The Gemara replies that perhaps the husband can retract his warn- 
ing: What is different about Torah scholars that they are chosen 
to accompany the husband? They differ from other people as they 
are learned, and if they see that the husband desires to engage in 
sexual intercourse with his wife, they say to him: Retract your 
warning and then you may engage in sexual intercourse with her 
in a permitted manner. 


The Gemara cites proof: Come and hear that which Rabbi Yoshiya 
says: Ze’eira, who was one of the men of Jerusalem,” told me 
three matters: A husband who retracted his warning, his warning 
is retracted; and in the case of a rebellious Elder? whom the court 
wishes to forgive, the court may forgive him; and in the case ofa 
stubborn and rebellious son® whose father and mother wish to 
forgive him for his sins, they may forgive him. 


And when I came to my colleagues in the South and told them 
these rulings, they agreed with me with regard to two of them, but 
with regard to forgiving a rebellious Elder they did not agree 
with me." They held that a rebellious Elder cannot be forgiven, in 
order that discord not proliferate among the Jewish people. The 
Gemara comments: One can conclude from Rabbi Yoshiya’s state- 
ment that with regard to a husband who retracted his warning," 
his warning is retracted. The Gemara concludes: Indeed, one 
can conclude from Rabbi Yoshiya’s statement that the husband can 
retract his warning. 


Rav Aha and Ravina disagree with regard to the limits of this 
halakha permitting a husband to retract his warning. One says that 
if he retracts his warning before her seclusion with another man, 
his warning is retracted, but if he retracts his warning after her 
seclusion with another man, it is not retracted. And one says that 
if he retracts his warning after her seclusion with another man, it 
is also retracted. And it is reasonable to hold according to the 
one who says that the husband’s warning is not retracted after her 
seclusion with another man. 


The Gemara asks: From where can one derive that after the wife's 
seclusion with another man, the warning cannot be retracted? It 
can be derived from the answer that the Rabbis gave in reply to 
Rabbi Yosei, as it is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yosei says: It is 
unnecessary to provide an escort to accompany the sota and her 
husband, as the husband ofa sota is trusted not to engage in sexual 
intercourse with her, on the basis of an a fortiori inference: And 
just as in the case of a menstruating woman, who is prohibited 
from engaging in sexual intercourse with her husband by penalty 
of karet, her husband is nevertheless trusted with regard to her, 
as he is permitted to seclude himself with her, so too, with regard 
to a sota, who is prohibited from engaging in sexual intercourse 
with her husband only by an ordinary prohibition, is it not all the 
more so that he should be trusted? 


The Rabbis said to Rabbi Yosei: No, if you say that he is trusted 
with regard to a menstruating woman, the reason is not due to 
the severity of the prohibition. Rather, he is trusted because she 
has the ability to become permitted to her husband after her men- 
strual flow has ceased and she has immersed in a ritual bath. Shall 
you also say that he is trusted with regard to a sota, who potentially 
does not have the ability to become permitted to her husband, due 
to her suspected adultery? 
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The Gemara explains the proof: And if you say that after her 
seclusion with another man the warning can be retracted for her, 
you therefore find an instance in which the sota has the ability 
to become permitted to her husband, as, if the husband desires 
he can retract his warning and engage in sexual intercourse 
with her. Rather, conclude from the Rabbis’ statement that if 
he retracts his warning after her seclusion with another man, the 
warning is not retracted. The Gemara concludes: Indeed, one 
can conclude from the Rabbis’ statement that the warning cannot 
be retracted. 


§ The mishna states: If the husbands of the sota women died 
before their wives drank the bitter water, Beit Shammai say: They 
collect payment of their marriage contracts and they do not drink 
the bitter water. And Beit Hillel say: They either drink the bitter 
water or they do not collect payment of their marriage contracts. 
The Gemara asks: With regard to what do Beit Shammai and Beit 
Hillel disagree? The Gemara answers: Beit Shammai hold that a 
promissory note that stands to be collected is considered to be 
as though it was already collected, and since the woman possesses 
the marriage contract, the payment of the marriage contract is 
considered as though it is already in her possession. Since the 
burden of proof rests upon the claimant, she does not lose her 
rights to the money unless the inheritors prove that she committed 
adultery. 


And Beit Hillel hold that a promissory note that stands to be 
collected is not considered as though it was already collected. 
Therefore, the payment of the marriage contract is not considered 
to be in the wife’s possession, and as this means that she is the 
claimant, she is not entitled to the money unless she proves that 
she did not commit adultery. 


Q The mishna states (24a): A woman who was pregnant with the 
child of another man at the time of her marriage... A sexually 
underdeveloped woman, who is incapable of bearing children 
[ailonit], and an elderly woman, and a woman who is incapable of 
giving birth for other reasons, neither collect payment of their 
marriage contracts nor drink the bitter water. Rabbi Elazar says: 
He can marry another woman and procreate through her; there- 
fore these are considered permitted marriages, and the women can 
drink the bitter water. Rav Nahman says that Rabba bar Avuh 
says: The dispute between the first tanna and Rabbi Elazar is only 
in the case of a barren woman and an elderly woman. 


However, with regard to a sexually underdeveloped woman, all 
agree that she neither drinks the bitter water nor collects pay- 
ment of her marriage contract. This is as it is stated with regard 
to a sota who is found to be innocent of adultery: “And she shall 
be cleared, and shall conceive seed” (Numbers 5:28), indicating 
that the sota ritual pertains only to one whose way is to bear seed 
and give birth, excluding this sexually underdeveloped woman, 
whose way is not to bear seed." 


The Gemara raises an objection to Rav Nahman’s statement from 

a baraita in the Tosefta (5:4): With regard to one who issues a 
warning to his betrothed, or to his yevama while she is a widow 
awaiting her yavam," if she secluded herself with the other man 
before her husband consummated the marriage, she neither 
drinks the bitter water nor collects payment of her marriage 
contract. 


NOES ————————————— 
Whose way is not to bear seed — yah FTT PRW: Accord- 
ing to Rav Nahman, it is necessary to differentiate between a 
sexually underdeveloped woman, who is essentially unable 
to bear children, and barren or elderly women, who do not 
usually give birth but are not essentially unable to do so 
(Mishne LaMelekh). 


HALAKHA 


One who issues a warning to his betrothed, or to his 
yevama while she is a widow awaiting her yavam, etc. — 
naby op mais inp) apan: If one issues a warning 
to his betrothed or to his yevama while she is awaiting levi- 
rate marriage and she secludes herself with the other man 
before the marriage is consummated, she neither drinks the 
bitter water nor collects payment of her marriage contract 

(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 2:2). 
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NOTES 

His own pregnant or nursing wife - np maya 
jy: Rashi and the Rambam hold that a pregnant 
woman drinks the bitter water immediately, even 
though it might cause her death and, consequently, 
the death of the fetus. Josafot, however, explain that 
she does not drink immediately. Rather, the ritual is 
delayed until she gives birth. This opinion is supported 
by the statement of Rabban Gamliel in the Sifrei Zuta 
that a sota does not drink the bitter water while she 
is pregnant. 
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HALAKHA 


The baraita continues: A woman who was pregnant with the child 

of another man at the time of her marriage and a woman who was 

nursing the child of another man at the time of her marriage nei- 
ther drink the bitter water nor collect payment of their marriage 

contracts, as their marriages were prohibited by rabbinic law. This 

is the statement of Rabbi Meir. 


The baraita continues: The reason for this is as Rabbi Meir would 
say: A man may not marry a woman who is pregnant" with the 
child of another man or a woman who is nursing the child of 
another man, until twenty-four months pass after the baby’s birth, 
so as to ensure that the woman will not become pregnant while the 
child needs to nurse. And if he married her, he must divorce her 
and may never remarry her, as the Sages penalized him for trans- 
gressing the prohibition. And the Rabbis say: He must divorce her, 
and when his time to marry her arrives," i.e., twenty-four months 
after the baby’s birth, he can marry her again. 


The baraita continues: In the case of a young man who married a 
barren woman" or an elderly woman, and he did not have a wife 
and children beforehand, the woman neither drinks nor collects 
payment of her marriage contract, as it is prohibited for him to 
marry a woman with whom he cannot procreate. Rabbi Elazar says: 
This marriage is not forbidden, as he can marry another woman 
and procreate through her, and therefore she can drink the bitter 
water. 


The baraita continues: However, in the case of one who issued a 
warning to his betrothed," or to his yevama while she was a widow 
awaiting her yavam, and she secluded herself with the other man 
after he consummated the marriage, she either drinks the bitter 
water or does not collect payment of her marriage contract. If 
his own pregnant or nursing wife’ becomes a sota, then despite 
the concern that the bitter water may harm the fetus, she either 
drinks the bitter water or does not collect payment of her marriage 
contract. In the case ofa young man who married a barren woman 
or an elderly woman, and he already had a wife and children" and 
was therefore permitted to marry his barren or elderly wife, the 
woman either drinks the bitter water or does not collect payment 
of her marriage contract. 


A man may not marry a woman who is pregnant, etc. - x4 
^D May DIK KW: The Sages decreed that a man may not 
marry or betroth a woman who is pregnant with the child 
of another man or nursing the child of another man until 
twenty-four months elapse after the baby’s birth. This prohibi- 
tion applies both with regard to a widow and with regard to a 
divorcée. She may not marry even if she already entrusted her 
child to a wet nurse or weaned the child. However, if the child 
died she is permitted to remarry immediately. If the mother 
weaned the child during her husband's lifetime, or entrusted 
the child to a wet nurse three months before her husband's 
death, or if she is a woman who does not nurse her children at 
all, she is required to wait only three months from the time of 
her husband's death in order to remarry. These three months 
are required in order to differentiate between a child born from 
the first husband and a child born from the second husband 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Geirushin 11:25; Shulhan Arukh, 
Even HaEzer 13:11). 


He must divorce her and when his time to marry her arrives, 
etc. - 151 psd jaar yw Yi’: If one marries a woman who 
is pregnant with the child of another man or nursing the child 
of another man, in violation of the rabbinic decree prohibiting 
this marriage, he is ostracized until he divorces her. This applies 
even if he is a priest and he will not be permitted to remarry 
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her. If he is an Israelite, then after the period of twenty-four 
months elapses he is permitted to remarry her. If he married 
her and fled to a distant land from which he will not return until 
the twenty-four months elapse, then when he returns he may 
maintain her as his wife. 

If one betrothed a pregnant or nursing woman, he is not 
forced to divorce her; however, he may not consummate the 
marriage until after the twenty-four months elapse. The Rema, 
however, writes that there is no distinction between marriage 
and betrothal, and he must divorce her. See the Beer Heitev and 
the Beit Shmuel, who discuss whether it is possible to rely on 
the more lenient opinion in the case of a priest who betrothed 
a pregnant or nursing woman, since if he divorces her, he will 
not be permitted to remarry her (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot 
Geirushin 11:28; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 13:12). 


A young man who married a barren woman, etc. — X17 
3) MpY WIW: In the case of a man young enough to father 
a child who has not yet fulfilled the mitzva to procreate and 
who married a barren or elderly woman, if the woman secluded 
herself with another man after being warned, she does not 
drink the bitter water. She must be divorced and she does 
not collect payment of her marriage contract (Rambam Sefer 
Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 2:10). 


One who issued a warning to his betrothed, etc. — apt 


3) inom: In the case of one who issued a warning to his 
betrothed, or to his yevama while she was awaiting levirate 
marriage, and she secluded herself with the other man after 
the marriage was consummated, she may drink the bitter water 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 2:5). 


His own pregnant or nursing wife, etc. — np» maya 
^a ayy: A husband may have his pregnant or nursing wife 
drink the bitter water, even while she is pregnant or nursing. 
The Arukh HaShulhan, citing Tosafot, rules that in the case of 
a pregnant woman the ritual is delayed until she gives birth 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 2:7). 


The case of a young man who married a barren woman... 
and he already had a wife and children, etc. - xww x17 
131 DI TWX b wn...11X: A barren, elderly, or sexually under- 
developed woman may “drink the bitter water if her husband 
has already fulfilled the mitzva to procreate or if he was already 
married to a fertile woman. This is despite the fact that the 
Torah states with regard to a sota who is found to be innocent 
of adultery: “And she shall be cleared, and shall conceive seed” 
(Numbers 5:28). This verse does not exclude a woman who 
cannot give birth. Rather, the verse teaches that a fertile woman 
who is found by the sota ritual to be innocent of adultery is 
blessed by giving birth with ease, and by giving birth to male 
offspring (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 2:10). 
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The baraita concludes: With regard to the wife of a mamzer® 
who is married to a mamzer" in a permitted marriage, and the 
wife of a Gibeonite who is married to a Gibeonite in a permit- 
ted marriage, and the wife of a convert or an emancipated 
slave, and a sexually underdeveloped woman, if any of 
these women becomes a sota she either drinks the bitter water 
or does not collect payment of her marriage contract, as 
the marriage is permitted. After citing the entire baraita, the 
Gemara explains the difficulty: In any event, the baraita 
teaches that a sexually underdeveloped woman can drink the 
bitter water if the marriage is permitted, and this is a conclusive 
refutation of the opinion of Rav Nahman. 


The Gemara answers: Rav Nahman could have said to you: 
There is a dispute between tanna’im with regard to this matter, 
and I state my opinion in accordance with the opinion of this 
tanna, as it is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Shimon Ben Elazar 
says: A sexually underdeveloped woman neither drinks nor 
collects payment of her marriage contract, as it is stated: “And 
she shall be cleared, and shall conceive seed” (Numbers 5:28), 
indicating that the sota ritual pertains only to one whose way 
is to bear seed and give birth, excluding this sexually under- 
developed woman, whose way is not to bear seed. 


The Gemara asks: And as for the Rabbis, what do they do 

with this verse: “And she shall be cleared, and shall conceive 

seed”? Since they hold that a sexually underdeveloped woman 

drinks the bitter water, what do they derive from the verse? The 

Gemara answers: They require it for that which is taught in a 

baraita: The verse: “And she shall be cleared, and shall con- 
ceive seed” (Numbers 5:28), indicates that if she was barren, 
she will be remembered and conceive a child; this is the state- 
ment of Rabbi Akiva. Rabbi Yishmael said to him: If so, all 

the barren women will seclude themselves with other men, 
and they will be remembered and conceive after drinking the 

bitter water and being found innocent; but that virtuous barren 

woman, who does not transgress the prohibition of seclusion, 
since she does not seclude herself with other men, she loses 

the opportunity to receive this blessing. 


Rabbi Yishmael continues: If so, what is the meaning when the 
verse states: “And she shall be cleared, and shall conceive 
seed” (Numbers 5:28)? This means that ifin the past she would 
give birth in pain, from then on she will give birth with ease; 
if she gave birth to females, she will now give birth to males; 
if her children were short, she will now give birth to tall 
children; if her children were black, she will give birth to 
white children. 


§ The baraita in the Tosefta cited above states: The wife of a 
mamzer who is married to a mamzer in a permitted marriage... 
either drinks the bitter water or does not collect payment of 
her marriage contract. The Gemara asks: Isn’t that obvious? 
Since their marriage is permitted, why should the sota ritual not 
apply? The Gemara answers: It is necessary lest you say that 
she should not drink, since if she drinks and is found to be 
innocent of adultery, she is permitted to her husband. This is 
undesirable since their offspring are also mamzerim, and we 
do not cause the number of individuals of flawed lineage to 
proliferate. The baraita in the Tosefta therefore teaches us that 
this is not a concern, and the wife of a mamzer is permitted 
to drink. 


The aforementioned baraita in the Tosefta states: The wife of a 
convert or an emancipated slave, and a sexually underdevel- 
oped woman can drink the bitter water. The Gemara asks with 
regard to the wife of a convert or an emancipated slave, who 
also has the status of a convert: Isn’t that obvious? Since their 
marriage is permitted, why should the sota ritual not apply? 


BACKGROUND 


Mameer — 4313: A mamzer or mamzeretis the male or female 
offspring, respectively, of an adulterous or incestuous rela- 
tionship, i.e., a child born from relations between a married 
woman and a man other than her husband, or between 
relatives who are prohibited from marrying by a prohibition 
punishable by karet. The case of a child conceived through 
relations with a menstruating woman is an exception to this 
principle, as, although engaging in sexual relations with a 
menstruating woman is punishable by karet, the child is not 
a mamzer or mamzeret. Similarly, a child conceived out of 
wedlock by a man and woman who are permitted to marry 
is not a mamzer or mamzeret. A mamzer is prohibited from 
marrying a Jewish woman of unflawed lineage. However, he 
may marry a convert or a mamzeret. Similarly, a mamzeret 
can marry only a convert or a mamzer. The offspring of these 
unions are also mamzerim. A mamzer inherits from his father 
and is considered his father’s son in all respects. 


HALAKHA 
The wife of a mamzer who is married to a mamzer, etc. — 
a>) sway waa nw: If a woman is a convert, or an emanci- 
pated maidservant, or the wife of a convert or emancipated 
slave, or a mamzeret, or the wife of a mamzer, if she was 
permitted to her husband, she may drink the bitter water 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 2:6). 
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-hgw 73 ox av’ exntia The Gemara answers: It is necessary lest you say that she does not 
INDY) $ yaw xp.oa Kn drink, as the verse states: “Speak to the children of Israel, and say 
unto them: If the wife of any man goes astray, and acts unfaithfully 
against him” (Numbers 5:12). One might have inferred from this 
verse that the sota ritual applies only to those born as Jews and not 
to converts; the baraita in the Tosefta therefore teaches us that this 
is not so. The Gemara asks: Why not say that indeed the verse 
excludes converts? The Gemara answers: The subsequent term: 
“And say unto them” (Numbers 5:12) is an amplification, which 
serves to include converts. 


MT KATT- TARY mA 


Ts nwy’ na "mw yia nyy” § The mishna states: The wife of a priest drinks the bitter water, 
Nay komt wwa "tniv andifshe is found to be innocent of adultery she is permitted to her 
nwan ) KT oN mmya) xb husband. The Gemara asks: Why does the mishna state: The wife 
of a priest drinks? Isn’t that obvious? The Gemara answers: It is 
=e mvannyboxin mama necessary lest you say that she does not drink, as the verse states: 
È yw Xp TON x XIN “And a man lay with her... neither was she seized” (Numbers 5:13). 
This indicates that if the sota was not seized she is forbidden; how- 
ever, if she was seized, i.e., raped, she is permitted to her husband. 
And with regard to this woman, the wife of a priest, since even if 
she was seized she is forbidden to her husband, as a priest may not 
remain married to his wife if she was raped while they were married, 
one might say that the sota ritual does not apply to her, and she does 
not drink. Therefore, the mishna teaches us that she does drink. 


TAX KDW Iaw nina” § The mishna states: The wife of a priest drinks, and if she is found 
xam ann amunpa aaa to be innocent of adultery, she is permitted to her husband. The 
TOTEED TET Beaman Gemara asks: Isn’t that obvious? Rav Huna says: The mishna is 
referring to a case where the woman's health deteriorates after she 
drinks the bitter water, and one might have thought that she is 
defiled. The Gemara asks: In the case of a woman whose health 
deteriorates, hasn’t the bitter water already evaluated that she was 
unfaithful? The fact that her health deteriorates indicates that she is 
defiled and forbidden to her husband, and her death is delayed due 


to her merit in other matters. 


a HPT 


KDT TN DAAN TI DN The Gemara answers: The mishna is referring to a case where her 
wo mpTa xt NT PRT MIT NT health deteriorates, but not in the manner ofa sota, who is afflicted 
in her belly and thighs (see Numbers 5:27). Rather, she is afflicted 
by way of other limbs." Lest you say: This woman engaged in 
licentious intercourse, and the fact that the bitter water did not 
evaluate her in the usual manner is because she engaged in licen- 
tious intercourse under duress, and with regard to a priest, even 
rape renders her forbidden to her to her husband, the mishna 
therefore teaches us that the woman's deteriorating health does not 
indicate anything. 


PNN DIKIT OW - APTN 9D 
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I NDS "IN DID NUN” § The mishna states: The wife of a eunuch drinks. The Gemara 
WY "WX yban” KPIT asks: Isn’t that obvious? Since their marriage is permitted, why 
should the sota ritual not apply? The Gemara replies: It is necessary 
lest you say that she does not drink, since the Merciful One states 
with regard to the sota: “But if you have gone astray while under 
your husband, and if you are defiled, and some man has lain with 
you besides your husband” (Numbers 5:20). This indicates that her 
husband had lain with her, and this husband, the eunuch, is not 
capable of that. The mishna therefore teaches us that the wife ofa 
eunuch does drink the bitter water. 


KP IT Pn 3 wi NT) KIN 
$ yawn 


IKOS "ppa NDW bs ” by’ § The mishna states: A husband can issue a warning to his wife 
with regard to all those with whom relations are forbidden, e.g., 
her father or brother. The Gemara asks: Isn’t that obvious? 


HALAKHA 
Where her health deteriorates by way of other limbs - does not fall (see Numbers 5:27). However, if her belly begins 
DAK 777 Ana: A sota who drinks the bitter water and _ to swell and her thigh begins to fall, she is certainly forbidden 
does not die immediately is permitted to her husband, even to her husband, in accordance with the statement of Rav Huna 
if he is a priest. She is permitted to him even if she is afflicted (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:21). 

by sickness, as long as her belly does not swell and her thigh 
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The Gemara answers: It is necessary, lest you say that the sota 
ritual does not apply with regard to forbidden relatives, as the 
Torah states: “And she was defiled” (Numbers 5:13), “And she 
was defiled” (Numbers 5:14), two times. One verse teaches 
that she is defiled and forbidden to her husband, and one verse 
teaches that she is forbidden to her paramour. One might under- 
stand that the sota ritual applies only where she is forbidden to 
the paramour due to this licentious intercourse; however, with 
regard to that woman, who secluded herself with a forbidden 
relative, since the woman already stands prohibited to him due 
to the prohibition of incest, one might say that the sota ritual does 
not apply. The mishna therefore teaches us that one can issue a 
warning even with regard to forbidden relatives. 


§ The mishna states: A husband can issue a warning to his wife 
with regard to all those with whom relations are forbidden, with 
the exception of a minor and of one who is not a man. The 
Gemara cites the source for this halakha: The Merciful One 
states in the Torah: “And a man lay with her” (Numbers 5:13), 
indicating that one can warn his wife with regard to a man but 
not with regard to a minor." The Gemara asks: The phrase: And 
of one who is not a man, serves to exclude what? If we say that 
it serves to exclude a sick man who lacks the ability to complete 
intercourse [shahuf],"’ but didn’t Shmuel say: One can issue a 
warning with regard to a shahuf," and if a shahuf engages in 
sexual intercourse with the daughter of a priest, he disqualifies 
her from partaking of teruma." 


With regard to Shmuel’s statement that one can issue a warning 
with regard to a shahuf, the Gemara asks: Isn’t that obvious? The 
Gemara answers: It is necessary, lest you say that one cannot 
issue a warning with regard to a shahuf, as the Merciful One 
states in the Torah: “And a man lay with her carnally [shikhvat 
zera]” (Numbers 5:13), literally, a lying of seed, and this man is 
not capable of that, as he cannot ejaculate. Shmuel therefore 
teaches us that one can issue a warning with regard to a shahuf. 


The Gemara asks with regard to Shmuel’s statement that a shahuf 
who engages in sexual intercourse with the daughter of a priest 
disqualifies her from partaking of teruma: Isn’t that obvious? 
The Gemara answers: It is necessary lest you say that a shahuf 
does not disqualify the daughter of a priest from partaking of 
teruma, as the Merciful One states in the Torah with regard to a 
priest: “And he shall not disqualify his offspring among his 
people” (Leviticus 21:15). One might infer from this verse that 
one who can have offspring disqualifies a woman from par- 
taking of teruma, through forbidden sexual intercourse, and that 
one who cannot have offspring does not disqualify a woman 
from partaking of teruma. Shmuel therefore teaches us that this 
is not so. In any event, Shmuel states that one can issue a warning 
on account of a shahuf, unlike the initial interpretation of the 
mishna. 


One can issue a warning with regard to a shahuf - papa nw 
it by: A man can issue a warning to his wife even on account 
ofa shahuf, who is unable to maintain an erection and cannot 
ejaculate. If she subsequently secludes herself with the shahuf 
she is forbidden to her husband (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot 


Sota 11; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 178:2). 


HALAKHA 


If a shahuf engages in intercourse with the daughter of a 
priest he disqualifies her from partaking of teruma - mw 
anna bpian: A woman who engaged in prohibited intercourse, 
even with a shahuf, is disqualified from partaking of teruma 
(Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Terumot 8:11). 


NOTES 


A man but not a minor — jop x). wore: The Rambam 
explains that this excludes a minor under the age of nine, 
whose sexual act does not have the legal status of a 
sexual act. Although a minor's sexual act does not render 
a woman forbidden to her husband, a verse is required in 
order to exclude a minor, as one might have thought that 
due to the husband's objection to this contact, he may 
issue a warning. An alternative approach is provided by 
Tosafot, who explain that the verse excludes all minors, i.e., 
anyone under the age of thirteen. Despite the fact that 
the sexual act of a minor above the age of nine renders a 
woman forbidden to her husband, the verse nevertheless 
states that one may issue a warning only on account of 
a man, i.e., one who has reached majority (see Heshek 
Shlomo). 


A sick man who lacks the ability to complete inter- 
course [shahuf] — mw: There are various opinions with 
regard to the exact definition of a shahuf. For the purposes 
of this discussion, a shahuf is an individual who suffers 
from impotency and is unable to properly engage in 
sexual intercourse. He can engage in intercourse with a 
flaccid penis, but this is not considered intercourse, except 
with regard to disqualifying a woman from partaking of 
teruma. The Meiri explains that one may issue a warning 
on account of a shahuf because, unlike a eunuch, a shahuf 
is sometimes able to maintain a partial erection. 


BACKGROUND 


A sick man who lacks the ability to complete inter- 
course [shahuf] - mW: The term shahuf refers to a 
sick individual whose illness prevents him from prop- 
erly absorbing and digesting food. This causes exces- 
sive weight loss due to the body exhausting its supply 
of fatty tissue, and also causes impotency and a lack of 
sexual desire. These symptoms can appear, for example, 
in severe cases of diabetes mellitus. 
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HALAKHA 


One can issue a warning with regard to a gentile — 
in by paa 2: If one issued a warning to his wife on 

account of a gentile, and she then secluded herself with 

that gentile, she is forbidden to her husband (Rambam 

Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 1:1; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 
178:2). 


If a gentile engages in intercourse with the daugh- 
ter of a priest he disqualifies her from partaking of 
teruma - mana bpian... 9: A woman who engages 
in sexual intercourse with a gentile acquires the legal 
status of a zona and is disqualified from marrying 
a priest. If she is the daughter of a priest she is also 
disqualified from partaking of teruma (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 18:2). 


The concept of licentiousness does not apply with 
regard to an animal — 772773. mt pg: A woman who 
engages in intercourse with an animal does not 
acquire the legal status of a zona, i.e.,a woman who has 
engaged in sexual intercourse with a man forbidden 
to her, and is not disqualified from marrying a priest. 
This is so despite the fact that this act is punishable by 
stoning (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 18:1; 
Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 6:8). 
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Since Shmuel’s statement contradicts the suggestion that the mishna 
excludes a shahuf, the Gemara suggests another explanation: Rather, 
the mishna serves to exclude a gentile, and teaches that one cannot 
issue a warning with regard to him. The Gemara asks: But didn’t 
Rav Hamnuna say: One can issue a warning with regard to a 
gentile," and if a gentile engages in sexual intercourse with the 
daughter of a priest, he disqualifies her from partaking of teruma." 


The Gemara asks with regard to Rav Hamnuna’s statement that one 
can issue a warning with regard to a gentile: Isn’t that obvious? 
The Gemara answers: It is necessary lest you say that one cannot 
issue a warning in this case, as the verse states: “And she was defiled” 
(Numbers 5:13), “And she was defiled” (Numbers 5:14), twice. One 
verse teaches that she is defiled and forbidden to her husband, and 
one verse teaches that she is forbidden to her paramour. One might 
understand that the sota ritual applies only where she is forbidden 
to the paramour due to this licentious intercourse; however, with 
regard to that woman, who engaged in sexual intercourse with a 
gentile, since she already stands prohibited to him, one might say 
that the sota ritual does not apply. Rav Hamnuna therefore teaches 
us that one can issue a warning even with regard to a gentile. 


The Gemara asks with regard to Rav Hamnuna’s statement that a 
gentile who engages in sexual intercourse with the daughter of a 
priest disqualifies her from partaking of teruma: Isn’t that obvious? 
The Gemara answers: It is necessary lest you say that he does not 
disqualify her, as the Merciful One states in the Torah: “And if a 
priest’s daughter should be unto a strange man, she shall not eat 
of that which is set apart from the holy things” (Leviticus 22:12), 
indicating that if a woman engages in sexual intercourse with one 
who is unfit for her, he disqualifies her from partaking of teruma. 
Since the term “should be unto” denotes marriage, one might say 
that one who is eligible for betrothal, yes, he disqualifies the 
woman; but a gentile, who is not eligible for betrothal, does not 
disqualify her. Rav Hamnuna therefore teaches us that a gentile 
disqualifies the woman from partaking of teruma, as one can learn 
from the ruling of Rabbi Yohanan. 


This is as Rabbi Yohanan says in the name of Rabbi Yishmael: 
From where is it derived that a gentile or a slave who engaged in 
sexual intercourse with the daughter ofa priest or with the daugh- 
ter ofa Levite or with the daughter of an Israelite, disqualified her 
from marrying a priest and from partaking of teruma? This is derived 
as it is stated: “But if a priest’s daughter should be a widow or a 
divorcée...she returns to her father’s house...she may eat of her 
father’s bread” (Leviticus 22:13). This indicates that the daughter of 
a priest returns to eat of her father’s bread, i.e., teruma, if she engaged 
in sexual intercourse with one whose marriage to her has the poten- 
tial to end in widowhood or divorce, i.e., a Jew whom she is permit- 
ted to marry. This excludes a gentile and a slave, whose marriage 
to her does not have the potential to end in widowhood or divorce, 
as their betrothal is invalid. 


Since Rav Hamnuna’s statement contradicts the suggestion that the 
mishna excludes a gentile, the Gemara asks: Rather, what does the 
term: And of one who is not a man, serve to exclude? Rav Pappa 
says: This serves to exclude an animal, as the concept of licentious- 
ness does not apply with regard to an animal." Therefore, the 
halakhot of a sota do not apply in this case. 


Rava of Parzakya said to Rav Ashi: From where is this matter 
that the Sages stated derived, that licentiousness does not apply 
with regard to an animal? Rav Ashi replied that it is as it is written: 
“You shall not bring the hire ofa harlot, or the price of a dog, into 
the house of the Lord your God for any vow; for both of them are 
an abomination to the Lord your God” (Deuteronomy 23:19). This 
verse prohibits one from sacrificing an animal that served as payment 
to a prostitute or as payment for the purchase of a dog. 
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And it is taught in a mishna (Temura 30a): In the converse 
cases, the hire of a dog, i.e., a kosher animal that was given to 
the owner of a dog as payment for engaging in intercourse with 
it, and the price of a prostitute," i.e., a kosher animal which 
served as payment in the purchase of a maidservant acquired for 
prostitution, are permitted to be sacrificed, as it is stated in the 
aforementioned verse: For both of them. This term indicates 
that only those two animals may not be sacrificed, i.e., those 
which served as the hire ofa harlot and as the price of a dog; and 
not four animals, as the reverse cases are excluded from this 
halakha. This indicates that the concept of licentiousness does 
not apply with regard to animals, as the payment for intercourse 
with a dog is not considered payment for prostitution. 


The Gemara asks: Shmuel states that one can issue a warning 
with regard to a shahuf even though he is unable to discharge 
semen. But rather, why do I need the verse to state: “And a 
man lay with her carnally [shikhvat zera]” (Numbers 5:13)? 
The Gemara answers: It is necessary for that which is taught 
in a baraita: The term “shikhvat zera” excludes something 
else. 


The Gemara asks: What is meant by the term: Something else? 
Rav Sheshet said: This excludes a case where the husband 
issued a warning to his wife not to engage in sexual intercourse 
in an atypical manner, i.e., anal intercourse, with another man, 
and teaches that this is not considered a valid warning. Rava 
said to Rav Sheshet: Intercourse in an atypical manner is con- 
sidered sexual intercourse, as it is written: “The cohabitations 
of a woman” (Leviticus 18:22), indicating that there are two 
forms of sexual intercourse with a woman, vaginal and anal, and 
there is no halakhic differentiation between them. 


Rather, Rava said: It excludes a case where the husband issued 
a warning to his wife not to engage in intimate contact with 
another man by way of other limbs," as this is not considered 
sexual intercourse. Abaye said to Rava: That is merely licentious 
behavior, and does the Merciful One render a woman forbid- 
den to her husband on account of merely licentious behavior, 
without sexual intercourse? Since this does not render her forbid- 
den to her husband, it is obvious that if the husband issues a 
warning in this manner, violating the warning does not cause her 
to become a sota. The verse is therefore not required to exclude 
this case. 


Rather, Abaye said: The verse excludes a case where the hus- 
band issued a warning to his wife with regard to engaging in 
genital contact without actual penetration. The Gemara asks: 
This works out well according to the one who says that the 
definition of the initial stage of intercourse is the insertion 
of the corona" but that genital contact is nothing; this is 
the reason that the verse came to exclude genital contact. How- 
ever, according to the one who says that the definition of the 
initial stage of intercourse is genital contact, what is there 
to say? Why should this case be excluded from the halakhot 
of a sota? 


The Gemara answers: Actually, the verse serves to exclude a case 

where the husband issued a warning to his wife not to engage 

in intimate contact with another man by way of other limbs. And 

the verse explicitly excludes this case from the halakhot of a sota, 
lest you say that the woman is rendered a sota due to this warning, 
as the Merciful One made this halakha dependent on the hus- 
band’s objection, and the husband objects to contact of this 

nature. The verse therefore teaches us that this is not considered 

a warning, as it does not involve sexual intercourse. 


§ Shmuel says: It is better that a man marry 


HALAKHA 


The hire of a dog and the price of a prostitute - pny 
mi yr abs: The hire of a dog, i.e., an animal given as 
payment for engaging in intercourse with a dog, and the 
price of a prostitute, i.e., an animal which served as pay- 
ment in the purchase of a prostitute, are permitted to be 
sacrificed on the altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei 
Mizbe'ah 4:18). 


Excludes a case where he issued a warning to her not to 
engage in intimate contact by way of other limbs - b15 
DIN Tt ab xopw: The Rambam rules that if a woman's 
husband issued a warning to her, and she then secluded 
herself with another man and is given the bitter water to 
drink, if she engaged only in intimate contact with the 
paramour by way of other limbs, she is not evaluated by 
the bitter water. The Arukh HaShulhan, citing Rashi, rules 
that if the husband specified in his warning that she should 
not engage in intimate conduct with another man by way 
of other limbs, the warning is not a valid warning (Rambam 
Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:24). 


The initial stage of intercourse is the insertion of the 
corona — MY NDI it ANW: The initial stage of inter- 
course is the insertion of the corona into the vagina, and 
the final stage is the complete penetration of the penis. 
With regard to prohibited sexual intercourse, there is no 
difference between the initial stage of intercourse and 
complete intercourse (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Issurei Bia 1:10; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 20:1). 


NOTES 


Where he issued a warning to her not to engage in 
intimate contact by way of other limbs — ay xepwd 
Dax JIT: According to Rashi and Tosafot (Yevamot 55b), 
the Gemara is referring to a case where the husband 
issued a warning to his wife not to seclude herself with 
another man and engage in intimate contact by way of 
other limbs, without suspecting her of engaging in actual 
sexual intercourse with another man. Although a husband 
may issue a warning merely by saying: Do not seclude 
yourself with so-and-so, and he does not need to state the 
nature of his suspicions, that is because a general warning 
clearly expresses the husband's concern that his wife will 
engage in sexual intercourse with her paramour. However, 
if the husband explicitly states that he does not suspect 
her of engaging in sexual intercourse but only in other 
forms of sexual misconduct, since these actions would 
not render her forbidden to her husband, the warning 
is not considered a valid warning (Rosh). According to 
the Rambam and the Meiri, the discussion here does not 
pertain to the nature of the warning issued by the hus- 
band. Rather, the Gemara is discussing a case where the 
woman disobeyed her husband's warning and engaged in 
intimate contact with another man by way of other limbs. 
The Gemara states that since this is not considered to be 
sexual intercourse, the bitter water would not evaluate 
whether she was defiled. 
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LANGUAGE 


A woman whose suspected promiscuity is publicly 
spoken of [duma] - maT: The Sages use this term with 
regard to anything that serves as the subject of gossip 
and rumors. It is usually, though not always, used in a 
negative sense. 


HALAKHA 


If a married woman engages in adulterous sexual 
intercourse her children are considered of unflawed 
lineage — piga ma Mata MWR: Ifa woman is rumored 
to have committed adultery, one need not be con- 
cerned that perhaps her children are mamzerim, even 
if she is the subject of communal gossip, in accordance 
with the ruling of Rav Tahalifa. However, there is reason 
for concern that perhaps she has acquired the status 
of a zona, i.e., a woman who has engaged in sexual 
intercourse with a man forbidden to her, and if her 
husband is a priest he is forbidden by Torah law to 
remain married to her. Furthermore, even an Israelite 
should refrain from marrying her in order to distance 
himself from alleged impropriety. If she is extremely 
promiscuous, her children’s lineage is also consid- 
ered uncertain, as the Gemara's dilemma concerning 
whether the husband will ensure she does not become 
impregnated by another man stands unresolved. The 
Rema writes that even so, if she states that her children 
are of unflawed lineage, her testimony is accepted. If 
she behaved extremely licentiously before her mar- 
riage but not afterward, then even if she was once 
seen committing adultery, her children are considered 
of unflawed lineage (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Issurei Bia 15:20; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 4:15). 
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a woman whose suspected promiscuity is publicly spoken of 
[duma], and not marry the daughter of a woman suspected of 
promiscuity, as this woman, who is herself suspected of promiscuity, 
comes from seed of unflawed lineage; but that woman, the daughter 
of a woman suspected of promiscuity, comes from seed of flawed 
lineage, as she might be a mamzeret. 


And Rabbi Yohanan says: It is better that a man marry the daughter 

of a woman suspected of promiscuity, and not marry a woman 
suspected of promiscuity, as this daughter maintains the presump- 
tive status of virtuousness, but that woman suspected of promiscuity 
does not maintain the presumptive status of virtuousness. 


The Gemara raises an objection to Rabbi Yohanan’s statement from 
a baraita: A man may marry a woman suspected of promiscuity. 
Rava said in response: And how can you understand the baraita 
at face value? The baraita states that a man may marry her ab initio, 
yet clearly it is undesirable to do so. Rather, the wording of the baraita 
is imprecise, and one must render it: If one married a woman sus- 
pected of promiscuity, she is permitted to him. Since the baraita is 
imprecise, one should also correct it and teach: The daughter of a 
woman suspected of promiscuity. 


The Gemara concludes: And the halakha is that it is better that a man 
marry the daughter of a woman suspected of promiscuity, and not 
marry a woman suspected of promiscuity. This is as Rav Tahalifa, 
from the West, i.e., Eretz Yisrael, taught before Rabbi Abbahu: If 
a married woman engages in adulterous sexual intercourse, her 
children are considered of unflawed lineage," as most instances of 
sexual intercourse are attributed to the husband, and consequently 
it is presumed that the children were conceived by the husband and 
not by the paramour. Therefore, the daughter of a woman suspected 
of promiscuity is not suspected of being a mamzeret. 


Rav Amram raises a dilemma: What is the halakha ifthe woman was 
extremely promiscuous and one cannot reasonably attribute most 
instances of intercourse to the husband? Are her children considered 
of unflawed lineage, or is their lineage uncertain? According to the 
opinion of the one who says that a woman becomes pregnant’ only 
close to the time of the onset of her menstruation, you do not need 
to raise this dilemma, as the husband does not know the time of this, 
i.e., the time of her menstruation, in advance, and he does not watch 
her actions in order to prevent her from conceiving from another man. 
Her children are therefore of uncertain lineage. 


When do you need to raise this dilemma? It is necessary according 
to the opinion of the one who says that a woman becomes pregnant 
only close to the time of her immersion. What is the halakha? Can 
it be assumed that since he knows the time of this, i.e., of her immer- 
sion, he watches her actions on that day in order to prevent her from 
conceiving from another man; or perhaps, since she is extremely 
promiscuous, her husband cannot adequately watch her and her 
children are considered of uncertain lineage? The Gemara concludes: 
The dilemma shall stand unresolved. 


BACKGROUND 


A woman becomes pregnant - Maya mgg: A woman can 
become pregnant only at the time of ovulation, which usu- 
ally occurs around fourteen days before she menstruates. The 
time of a woman’s immersion is seven days after she ceases to 
menstruate. Consequently, the duration of the time between 
ovulation and the time of menstruation or the time of immersion 


depends on the length of a woman's menstrual cycle. A woman 
with a regular menstrual cycle of approximately a month will 
ovulate around two weeks after the beginning of menstruation, 
close to the time of her immersion, while a woman with a much 
shorter menstrual cycle will ovulate closer to the time she ceased 
menstruating. 
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§ The mishna states (24a): And these are the women to whom the 
court issues a warning in place of their husbands: One whose 
husband became a deaf-mute or became an imbecile, or if he were 
incarcerated in prison. The Sages taught: The verse states: “If the 
wife of any man goes astray” (Numbers 5:12). As the verse could 
have said: The wife of a man, what is the meaning when the verse 
states: “The wife of any man”? It serves to include the wife of a 
deaf-mute, and the wife of an imbecile, and the wife of an insane 
person, and one whose husband went overseas, and one whose 
husband was incarcerated in prison; and it teaches that the court 
issues a warning to these women in order to disqualify them from 
receiving payment of their marriage contract. 


One might have thought that the court’s warning is effective even 
to have the women drink the bitter water; therefore, the verse 
states: “Then the man shall bring his wife to the priest” (Numbers 
5:15), indicating that only the warning issued by the husband causes 
his wife to drink. Rabbi Yosei says: The court’s warning is effective 
even to have her drink, and when her husband is released from 
prison he has her drink. 


The Gemara asks: With regard to what do they disagree? The 
Gemara answers: The Rabbis hold that we require the same person 
who issues the warning to bring the woman to the Temple, as the 
verse states: “And he warned his wife... then the man shall bring 
his wife to the priest” (Numbers 5:14-15). And Rabbi Yosei holds 
that we do not require that the actions stated in the verse, i.e., “And 
he warned... then the man shall bring,” be performed by the same 
person; and although only the husband may bring the woman to 
the priest to drink the bitter water, the warning may be issued by the 
court. 


§ The Sages taught that the verse: “This is the law of jealousy, 
when a wife, while under her husband, goes astray and is defiled” 
(Numbers 5:29), is superfluous, and serves to compare a man to a 

woman and a woman to a man." The Gemara asks: With regard to 

what halakha is this comparison necessary? Rav Sheshet says: This 

teaches that just as if the husband was blind he would not have her 

drink, as it is written: “And it was hidden from the eyes of her 

husband” (Numbers 5:13), indicating that the sota ritual applies 

only if the husband was capable of seeing her infidelity but did not 

do so; so too, with regard to the woman, if she were blind, she 

would not drink. Rav Ashi also says: Just as a lame woman and a 

woman without hands would not drink, as it is written: 


“And the priest shall stand the woman before the Lord...and 
place the meal- offering of memorial in her hands” (Numbers 5:18), 
indicating that if she is unable to stand up straight or if she does not 
have hands with which to accept the offering, then she does not 
drink; so too, if the husband were lame or without hands, he 
would not cause his wife to drink. Mar Bar Rav Ashi says: Just as 
a mute woman would not drink, as it is written: “And the woman 
shall say: Amen, Amen” (Numbers 5:22), indicating that she must 
be able to speak; so too, if the husband were mute, he would not 
cause his wife to drink. 


HALAKHA 


To compare a man to a woman and a woman to a man -— 
word mone tens wore wpn: Ifthe husband or the wife 

has a physical defect that prevents either of them from 

fulfilling the literal details stated in the verses, the woman 

does not drink the bitter water. Furthermore, because 

the Torah compares a man to a woman and a woman to 

aman, the woman does not drink the bitter water if one 

of them has a physical defect that would have prevented 

the other from fulfilling the details stated in the verses 
had he or she had that same defect. Consequently, the 

wife of a man who is blind, deaf, lame, missing a hand, or 
mute, does not drink the bitter water. Likewise, a woman 

who is blind, deaf, lame, missing a hand, or mute does 

not drink the bitter water (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot 
Sota 2:2-3). 
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In this chapter the Talmud taught that there are cases where the sota ritual is not 
performed, despite the fact that the woman secluded herself with another man after 
being warned by her husband. There are a several restrictions that define who may 
undergo the entire sota ritual and drink the bitter water. 


A woman may drink the bitter water only if the marriage bond between the couple 
is complete. This excludes a couple who are only betrothed, or a woman who has 
only a levirate bond with her yavam and is waiting for him to perform levirate 
marriage. Even after a marriage has been consummated, if the marriage is prohibited 
the woman cannot drink the bitter water. 


The Torah states that if a sota drinks the bitter water and it is evaluated that she is 
innocent of adultery, she will conceive. It is understood, based on this, that women 
who cannot conceive are excluded from the sota ritual. 


A sota drinks the bitter water only ifher husband engaged in sexual intercourse with 
her at least once before she secluded herself with her paramour. If the husband or 
wife is blind, deaf, mute, lame, or missing a hand, then the woman does not drink 
the bitter water, as certain aspects of the sota ceremony cannot be properly fulfilled. 


The chapter also discussed in which cases a sota who does not drink the bitter water 
is entitled to collect payment of her marriage contract, and when she forfeits that 
right. The Gemara concludes that whenever she secludes herself with another man 
after being warned she forfeits her right to collect payment of her marriage contract, 
unless she drinks the bitter water and is found to be innocent of adultery. The only 
exception is in a case where the husband prevented her from drinking the bitter 
water, either because he did not want her to drink it or because he engaged in sexual 
intercourse with her after she became forbidden to him. 


The chapter also explained in which cases a husband can issue a warning to his wife. 
He can issue a warning with regard to any man, including the wife’s close relatives, 
such as her father or son, and a gentile. However, he cannot issue a warning with 
regard to a minor, or with regard to animals. 


Ina case where a woman is acting promiscuously and her husband is unable to issue a 
warning to her, either because he is not present or because he is mentally ill, the court 
issues a warning to the woman on the husband’s behalf. This warning is sufficient 
to cause the woman to forfeit her right to collect payment of her marriage contract; 
however, a woman may drink the bitter water only when warned by her husband. 


Summary of 
Perek IV 
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And the spirit of jealousy comes upon him, and he warns his wife, 
and she is defiled; or if the spirit of jealousy comes upon him, and 
he warns his wife, and she is not defiled. 

(Numbers 5:14) 


And he shall make the woman drink the water of bitterness that 
causes the curse; and the water that causes the curse shall enter into 
her and become bitter. 

(Numbers 5:24) 


And he shall make her drink the water, and then it shall come to 
pass, if she is defiled, and acted unfaithfully against her husband, 
that the water that causes the curse shall enter into her and become 
bitter, and her belly shall swell, and her thigh shall fall away; and 
the woman shall be a curse among her people. 

(Numbers 5:27) 


This is the law of jealousy, when a wife, being under her husband, 
goes astray and is defiled. 
(Numbers 5:29) 


And the open land about the cities, which you shall give to the 
Levites, shall be from the wall of the city and outward one thousand 
cubits round about. And you shall measure outside the city for the 
east side two thousand cubits, and for the south side two thousand 
cubits, and for the west side two thousand cubits, and for the north 
side two thousand cubits, the city being in the middle. This shall be 
for them the open land outside the cities. 

(Numbers 35:4-5) 


This chapter begins with a homiletical interpretation of a verse concerning the 
halakhot of sota that was apparently taught on the day that Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya 
was appointed Nasi of the Sanhedrin in place of Rabban Gamliel. On that day the 
manner of discussion in the study hall of the Sanhedrin changed, as permission 
was granted to various Sages to present traditions with which they were familiar, as 
well as their own interpretations of biblical verses. Therefore, many new halakhot 
were revealed on that day; they serve as the basis for tractate Eduyyot. 


As the first mishna of this chapter cites a halakha concerning a sota that was taught 
on that day, a number of other interpretations of verses that were taught on the same 
day are cited in this chapter, although they bear no relation to the halakhot of sota. 
The homiletical interpretations found in this chapter comprise statements of both 


halakha and aggada. 
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MI S HN A Just as the water evaluates her fidelity," 


so too, the water evaluates his, i.e., her 
alleged paramour'’s, involvement in the sin, as it is stated: “And the 
water that causes the curse shall enter into her” (Numbers 5:24), 
and it is stated again: “And the water that causes the curse shall 
enter into her and become bitter” (Numbers 5:27). It is derived 
from the double mention of the phrase “and...shall enter” that 
both the woman and her paramour are evaluated by the water. 


Furthermore, prior to her drinking the water, just as she is forbid- 
den to her husband, so too is she forbidden to her paramour," 


because in contrast to the verse stating: “Is defiled [nitma’a]” 


(Numbers 5:14), a superfluous conjoining prefix vav is added to a 


later verse, rendering the phrase: “And is defiled [venitma’a]” 


(Numbers 5:29). The addition indicates another prohibition, that 
of the woman to her paramour. This is the statement of Rabbi 
Akiva. 


Rabbi Yehoshua said: That was how Zekharya ben HaKatzav 
would interpret it, i.e., he also derived from the superfluous vav 
that the woman is forbidden to her paramour. Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi says an alternate source: The two times that the defilement 
of the wife is stated in the passage, namely: “And he warns his wife, 
and she is defiled” (Numbers 5:14)," and the later verse: “When a 
wife, being under her husband, goes astray and is defiled” (Num- 
bers 5:29), indicate that her defilement results in two prohibitions. 
One is that she is forbidden to her husband and one is that she is 
forbidden to her paramour. 


§ On that same day" that Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya was appointed 
head of the Sanhedrin, Rabbi Akiva interpreted the verse: “And 
every earthen vessel into which any of them falls, whatever is in 
it shall be impure [yitma], and you shall break it” (Leviticus 11:33), 
as follows: The verse does not state: Is impure [tamei], but rather: 
“Shall be impure,” in order to indicate that not only does the 
vessel itself become ritually impure, but it can now render other 
items ritually impure. This teaches with regard to a loaf that has 
second-degree ritual impurity status due to its being placed inside 
an earthenware vessel that had first-degree impurity, that it can 
render other food with which it comes into contact impure with 
third-degree impurity" status. 


HALAKHA 


Just as the water evaluates her fidelity, etc. - manw ows 
ADANIN pptia: At the very same time that the sota dies, her 
paramour with whom she committed the act of adultery dies as 
well, in the same manner as she did, no matter where he may be 
at the time (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:17). 


Just as she is forbidden to her husband so too is she forbid- 
den to her paramour — byiad appx Jp bya mow ows: If a 
woman who was warned by her husband subsequently secludes 
herself with the man she was warned about, she is forbidden 


to her husband as well as to her paramour. If the paramour 
transgresses the halakha and marries her, he is obligated to 
give her a bill of divorce. However, if a man engages in sexual 
intercourse with a married woman in such a manner that she 
remains permitted to her husband, e.g., if he rapes her, she is 
not rendered forbidden to him in the event she is either wid- 
owed or divorced (Beit Shmuel). For a summary of some of the 
many discussions surrounding this halakha see Arukh HaShulhan 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 2:12; Shulhan Arukh, Even 
HaEzer 11:1, 178:17). 


NOTES 


Just as the water evaluates her fidelity, etc. - nwa 
D1 ADIN pptia OvaAW: The Jerusalem Talmud cites 
a number of additional derivations, most of which are 
quoted in Tosafot, for the halakha that the water evaluates 
not only the wife but the paramour as well. Among the 
sources is the fact that the numerical value of the word 
used to describe the ability of the water to cause the 
curse, hamearerim (Numbers 5:18), is 496. This is twice the 
number 248, which corresponds to the number of limbs in 
a person’s body. It indicates that the water evaluates not 
only the 248 limbs of the woman, but the 248 limbs of the 
alleged paramour as well. 


The two times that it is stated in the passage: She is 
defiled - Axabi nW DNI OVD W: In fact, this 
phrase is stated more than twice in the passage, and 
herefore the early commentaries discuss which verses 
are being discussed here and why the others are not 
counted here, as they are later. Rashi explains that only 
wo mentions of the phrase are expounded here because 
he other mentions are interpreted elsewhere as teaching 
other halakhot. 


On that same day - 13 13: Rashi comments, based on 
he Gemara (Berakhot 28a), that whenever the Mishna 
uses this description it is referring to the day that Rabban 
Gamliel was removed from his position as Nasi of the 
Sanhedrin and was replaced by Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya. 
On that day many halakhic matters were discussed, elu- 
cidated, and clarified, many of which are cited in tractate 
Eduyyot. It appears that this day marked a change in the 
method of study in the study hall, as rather than having 
the discussion centered only around the Nasi, other Sages 
were able to express their opinions with greater freedom. 
Some commentaries explain that apparently the initial 
statement of Rabbi Akiva in this mishna was also stated 
on that day, and that is why the mishna continues to 
mention other seemingly unconnected matters that were 
taught on that day. 


A loaf that has second-degree impurity...can render 
other food impure with third-degree impurity - 133 
whwa DX NravaW g: A loaf that has second- degree 
impurity refers to one that is rendered i impure by being 
placed in an earthenware vessel, such as an oven, which 
itself has first-degree impurity. Rabbi Akiva states that 
his loaf, which has second-degree impurity, can impart 
hird-degree impurity to another loaf, even if the other 
oaf is non-sacred. Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai seems 
o take the opposite extreme opinion, that a loaf with 
second-degree impurity cannot transmit impurity even 
0 a loaf of teruma. However, the halakha is not in accor- 
dance with either of these extreme opinions; an item 
hat has second-degree impurity can transmit impurity 
o teruma and consecrated food, thereby disqualifying 
hem from being eaten, but it cannot transmit impurity 
o non-sacred food. 
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NOTES 


Who will remove the dirt from your eyes - 9Y aby ” 
payna: This phrase is understood to mean: How | wish that 
you were resurrected from death. This is because during 
burial the eyes of the deceased are covered with dirt, and 
this expression alludes to the time when the deceased 
will remove the dirt as he opens his eyes and sees again 
(Mitzpe Eitan). 


Two thousand cubits for fields and vineyards — D2) 
D NAW maX: Rashi explains this to mean that every 
Levite city was surrounded by a two-thousand-cubit 
area on all sides; the inner one thousand cubits were set 
aside as the city’s tract of open space and the outer one 
housand cubits were designated for fields and vineyards. 
The Rambam, however, rules in accordance with the 
straightforward meaning of the mishna (see Kesef Mishne), 
hat beyond the one thousand cubits of the city’s tract 
of open space was an additional two thousand cubits of 
fields and vineyards. Accordingly, the limits of the Levite 
cities stretched three thousand cubits outward in every 
direction. 


HALAKHA 


One thousand cubits as a tract, etc. — 13) WNA TAN aby: 
The Levite cities are provided with a surrounding area 
spanning a radius of three thousand cubits; the first thou- 
sand cubits constitute the tract and the remaining two 
thousand are used for fields and vineyards. This ruling is 
in accordance with the Rambam’s understanding of the 
statement of Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili. This 
is not in accordance with Rabbi Akiva's ruling, as most 
authorities agree that by Torah law the Shabbat limit is not 
two thousand cubits as Rabbi Akiva maintains (Rambam 
Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Shemitta VeYovel 13:2 and Kesef Mishne 
there). 


170 = SOTA: PEREK V: 27B: 13.40 15 


TPR wey Tyg A wi D TA 
“POY eH TW NaN DPJ 
D ppw mow apa wae) ans vT 
xm) KAV KITY TAT A NIA 
apa i? wan TPID Pp a 
Sar soa KAY KIT TANT A 

xiao? SIND WH 


ony KD py Ey wI ova ja 
abs TATP mes mx VYY yin 
VPY Tak NX xy Pap "Maka 

PDIP TN PY ANIM WT 


123W "max abe” Waid WK NK 
ah WON N,N maby’ Wy 
ahy” WOK) TDW "TNX maby” 
yy may PN PTPS NT "TID 

DWT DNA TAY D3) 


Dan opp oa bw va dy oan 
TAX DDN OPATAN abs IK 
inp nw 


UP IX” MeDDY I WTI DA ja 
meta TPT oe DKW? a awn 
nan pee - rind ae b 
sath anba am inb” anid 
piy bpw vaw man zin” 
umn b> by; mw bw vs TPY 
TKD b; TYV”) bany pPxqȚipa 

riasy vg 3 Caga 


After hearing Rabbi Akiva’s statement, Rabbi Yehoshua said: Who 
will remove the dirt from your eyes," Rabban Yohanan ben 
Zakkai,’ so that you could live and see this? As you would say: 
In the future, another generation is destined to deem pure a 
loaf that contracted third-degree impurity, as there is no explicit 
verse from the Torah stating that it is impure. But now Rabbi 
Akiva, your disciple, brings a verse from the Torah indicating 
that it is impure, as it is stated: “Whatever is in it shall be 
impure.” 


Furthermore, on that same day Rabbi Akiva interpreted the 
verses with regard to the Levite cities as follows: One verse states: 
“And you shall measure outside the city for the east side two 
thousand cubits... this shall be for them the open land outside the 
cities” (Numbers 35:5), and another verse states: “And the open 
land around the cities, which you shall give to the Levites, shall be 
from the wall of the city and outward one thousand cubits round 
about” (Numbers 35:4). 


It is impossible to say that the area around the cities given to 
the Levites was only one thousand cubits, as it is already stated: 
“Two thousand cubits.” And it is impossible to say that two 
thousand cubits were left for them, as it is already stated: “One 
thousand cubits.” How can these texts be reconciled? One thou- 
sand cubits are to be set aside as a tract" of open land surrounding 
the city, and the two thousand cubits are mentioned not in order 
to be given to the Levites, but to indicate the boundary of the 
Shabbat limit, beyond which it is forbidden to travel on Shabbat. 
‘This verse thereby serves as the source for the two-thousand-cubit 
Shabbat limit. 


Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, says otherwise: One 
thousand cubits were given to the Levites as an open tract of land, 
that could not be planted or built upon, and two thousand cubits 
of additional land were given to the Levites for planting fields and 
vineyards.’ 


Additionally, on that same day Rabbi Akiva interpreted the verse: 
“Then Moses and the children of Israel sang this song to the Lord, 
and said, saying” (Exodus 15:1), as follows: As there is no need 
for the verse to state the word “saying,” because it states the 
word “said” immediately prior to it, why must the verse state 
the word “saying”? It teaches that the Jewish people would 
repeat in song after Moses every single statement he said, as is 
done when reciting hallel. After Moses would recite a verse, they 
would say as a refrain: “I will sing to the Lord, for He is highly 
exalted” (Exodus 15:1). It is for this reason that the word “saying” 
is stated, in addition to the word “said.” 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai — *x:3t 7a jam? jar: Rabban Yohanan 
ben Zakkai was the youngest of Hillel the Elder's students. He 
headed the Sanhedrin after the destruction of the Second 
Temple and was one of the greatest leaders in the history of the 
Jewish people. He lived to an old age and served as the leader 
of the Jewish people for many years. The Sages said of him that 
there was not a single area of Torah that he neglected. Despite 
his prominence, he was a modest individual who greeted every 
person he met, including gentiles in the marketplace. 

Even while the Temple stood Rabban Yohanan was acknowl- 
edged as a leading Torah scholar, and most of the Sages of that 
generation were his students. He strongly opposed the Jew- 
ish Great Revolt against the Romans and instead attempted 
to resolve issues with Rome peacefully. As one of the leaders 
of the besieged Jerusalem, he was aware that the city would 
soon fall. He succeeded in escaping with the help of several 


of his students in order to appear before the Roman general 
Vespasian, who received him warmly. When his prediction that 
Vespasian would be appointed emperor was fulfilled, Vespasian 
rewarded him by allowing him to establish a new center of 
Torah study and Jewish leadership in Yavne and by saving the 
life of the Nasi, Rabban Gamliel. 

In Yavne Rabban Yohanan instituted a wide range of ordi- 
nances that offered hope for Jewish continuity in the absence 
of the Temple, even as they served to commemorate the 
Temple and promised the possibility of its ultimate rebuilding. 
The results of his efforts are integral to the modern practice of 
halakhic Judaism. His students taught Torah throughout Eretz 
Yisrael following the destruction of the Temple, and he served 
as a mentor for Rabban Gamliel of Yavne, who succeeded him 
in the leadership capacity as the acting Nasi. 
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Rabbi Nehemya says: The people sang the song together with 
Mosesas is done when reciting Shema, which is recited in unison 
after the prayer leader begins, and not as is done when reciting 


hallel. 


On that same day Rabbi Yehoshua ben Hyrcanus’ taught: Job 
served the Holy One, Blessed be He, only out of love, as it is 
stated: “Though He will slay me, still I will trust in Him” (Job 
13:15). And still, the matter is even," i.e., the verse is ambiguous, 
as there are two possible interpretations of the verse. Was Job 
saying: I will await Him, expressing his yearning for God; or 
should the verse be interpreted as saying I will not await Him. As 
the word “lo” can mean either “to him” or “not,” it is unclear which 
meaning is intended here. This dilemma is resolved elsewhere, 
where the verse states a clearer indication of Job’s intent: “Till I 
die I will not put away my integrity from me” (Job 27:5). This 
teaches that he acted out of love. 


Rabbi Yehoshua said: Who will remove the dirt from your 
eyes, Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai, so that you could live and 
see this? As you taught all your life that Job worshipped the 
Omnipresent only out of fear, as it is stated: “And that man 
was wholehearted and upright, and God-fearing, and shunned 
evil” (Job 1:1); but now Yehoshua ben Hyrcanus, the disciple of 
your disciple,’ has taught that Job acted out of love. 


@ E M ARA It is stated in the mishna that just as the 


water evaluates whether the woman was 
unfaithful, so too, the water evaluates whether he committed this 
sin. The Gemara asks: To whom does this refer? If we say that it 
is referring to the husband, what did the husband do that he 
should be evaluated? And if you would say 


that if he has committed a similar iniquity" the water evaluates 
his actions, this is difficult, as in a case where he has committed 
a similar iniquity does the water even evaluate her fidelity? But 
isn’t it taught in a baraita that the verse: “And the man shall be 


clear from iniquity, and that woman shall bear her iniquity” 


(Numbers 5:31), indicates that only when the man is clear of 
iniquity" does the water evaluate the fidelity of his wife, but if 
the man is not clear of iniquity" the water does not evaluate the 
fidelity of his wife? 


And if the mishna is rather referring to the alleged paramour, 
who is also evaluated by the water that the woman drinks, then 
let the mishna teach as is taught in its latter clause: Just as she 
is forbidden to her husband, so too is she forbidden to her 
paramour. Just as there the paramour is mentioned explicitly, so 
too here, the mishna should have stated: Just as the water evalu- 
ates whether she was unfaithful, so too, it evaluates whether the 
paramour committed this iniquity. 


HALAKHA 


When the man is clear of iniquity, etc. - 777129 WMTW paa to one who engaged in sexual intercourse with his wife after 
najwa: The Rambam maintains that the water does notevalu- she was rendered a sota by secluding herself with the alleged 
ate the wife of any man who has engaged in any illicit sexual paramour after her husband's warning (Rambam Sefer Nashim, 
intercourse during his adulthood. However, many of the early — Hilkhot Sota 2:8). 

commentaries disagree; in their opinion, this fact applies only 


PERSONALITIES 
Rabbi Yehoshua ben Hyrcanus — Dipyn a ywi a7; This 
Sage is mentioned only in this mishna, and it is unknown 
who he was. It would appear from the context that he was 
a disciple of Rabbi Akiva. Some scholars maintain that he 
was the younger brother of Rabbi Eliezer ben Hyrcanus, but 
there is no evidence of this. 


——————_ NOTES 
And still the matter is even - ‘pw 3277 pyr: According 
to the simple interpretation of the mishna, the reason for 
the ambiguity is the discrepancy between the two ways 
in which the word “lo” can be understood. However, Rabbi 
David Luria questions this interpretation, as the word “lo,” 
written with the letter vav, is generally understood as mean- 
ing: To him. He therefore suggests that the ambiguity exists 
even assuming the meaning of: To him, as the verse can be 
read either as a declarative sentence: “Though He will slay 
me, still | will trust in Him”; or it can be read as a rhetorical 
question: “Shall | still trust in Him even if He slays me?” There- 
fore, further evidence is necessary to resolve the ambiguity, 
as the problem cannot be resolved through the verse itself. 


The disciple of your disciple - qraba Taba: Earlier in 
the mishna Rabbi Yehoshua refers to Rabbi Akiva as the 
disciple of Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai, although Rabbi 
Akiva, like Rabbi Yehoshua ben Hyrcanus, was only a dis- 
ciple of his disciples, as he studied under Rabban Yohanan's 
students Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua. The Rambam 
(Commentary on the Mishna) explains that Rabbi Yehoshua 
refers to Rabbi Akiva as Rabban Yohanan’s disciple in order 
o emphasize that due to the spectacular degree of Rabbi 
Akiva's scholarship, he could be considered worthy of being 
a disciple of Rabban Yohanan himself, while Rabbi Yehoshua 
ben Hyrcanus, whose greatness was of a smaller magnitude, 
did not deserve as lofty a description. Alternatively, since 
Rabbi Yehoshua ben Hyrcanus was a student of Rabbi Akiva, 
he was therefore referred to as a disciple of Rabban Yohanan 
ben Zakkai’s disciple (Torat Hayyim). 


NOTES 


If he has committed a similar iniquity — *7 7 fly ma MKN 
nn wh: Rashi explains that this is referring to the husband 
having engaged in sexual intercourse with his wife after her 
seclusion with the other man. However, later commentaries 
question the notion that this transgression should be pun- 
ishable by death. One explanation is that the husband may 
have caused his wife to sin through his own sinful behavior, 
and is therefore liable to receive the same punishment (Eshel 
Avraham). Others explain that the Gemara does not entertain 
he possibility that the husband should die, but rather that 
if he is guilty of forbidden intercourse with his wife he is 
punished with suffering similar to hers, albeit on a smaller 
scale (Torat Hakenaot; Devar Shaul). 


Ifthe man is not clear of iniquity - pya npn weg px: The 
Rambam understands this principle in a very broad sense, 
stating that any man who has engaged in illicit sexual inter- 
course at any point in his adult lifetime cannot be considered 
clear of iniquity, and the water will not evaluate his wife. 
Others disagree, maintaining that this principle applies only 
o one who transgressed the prohibition against engaging 
in sexual intercourse with his wife after she was rendered a 
sota. The Ramban, in his Commentary on the Torah, rules 
based on the Gemara below (47b) that not only is the water 
ineffective in evaluating the wife when the husband is not 
clear of iniquity, but this is the case even if any members of 
heir household are not clear of such a transgression. See 
Mishne LaMelekh, where there is a discussion as to why the 
Rambam does not cite that Gemara. 
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The Gemara answers: The entire mishna actually does refer to the 
paramour, and the reason he is not mentioned explicitly in the first 
clause of the mishna is because since it teaches that the water evalu- 
ates whether the wife was unfaithful by using the direct object her, 
it also teaches that the water evaluates whether the paramour com- 
mitted the by act using the direct object him, without mentioning 
the paramour explicitly. In the latter clause of the mishna, on the 
other hand, since it teaches explicitly that the woman is forbidden 
to her husband, it also teaches explicitly that she is forbidden to her 
paramour. 


§ In the mishna Rabbi Akiva proves that the water evaluates the 
paramour as well, as it is stated: “And the water that causes the curse 
shall enter into her” (Numbers 5:24), and: “And the water that 
causes the curse shall enter into her and become bitter” (Numbers 
5:27). A dilemma was raised before the Sages concerning the precise 
wording of the mishna: Does the mishna state: “Shall enter [bau]; 
“and shall enter [uva’u]”? According to this version of the mishna, 
it is derived from the superfluous conjoining prefix vav that the 
paramour is also evaluated by the water. Or, alternatively, does 
the mishna state: “And shall enter,’ “and shall enter,’ indicating 
that this halakha is derived from the repetition of the phrase in two 


separate verses? 


Come and hear a proof from Rabbi Akiva’s second statement in the 
mishna, where he says: Just as she is forbidden to her husband, so 
too is she forbidden to her paramour, as it is stated: “Is defiled 
[nitma’a],’ “And is defiled [venitma’a]” (Numbers 5:29). Here it 
seems that Rabbi Akiva derives his interpretation from the superflu- 
ous prefix vav rather than from the repetition of the phrase. Therefore, 
the first derivation should be understood in the same manner. 


The Gemara asks: But still, let the dilemma be raised with regard 

to this halakha too: Does Rabbi Akiva state that the source for 

the halakha is the mention of the phrase “is defiled,” “is defiled,” in 

two different verses (Numbers 5:14, 29), or does he state that the 

halakha is derived from the superfluous vav in the phrase “is defiled,” 
rendering it “and is defiled” (Numbers 5:29)? 


Come and hear a proof from the fact that the mishna teaches in the 
latter clause that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: The two times that 
the wife’s defilement is stated in the passage, namely: “And he warns 
his wife, and she is defiled” (Numbers 5:14), and the later verse: 

“When a wife, being under her husband, goes astray and is defiled” 
(Numbers 5:29), indicate that there are two prohibitions due to her 
defilement. One is to forbid her to her husband and one is to forbid 
her to her paramour. By inference from the fact that the dissenting 
derivation of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi is from the repetition of the 
entire phrase, evidently Rabbi Akiva derives this halakha from the 
superfluous vav. 


Therefore, according to the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, since the 
phrase “and the water... shall enter” is mentioned three times in the 
passage, and the prefix vav, written each time, is expounded as 
though the phrase were mentioned twice, the phrase is treated as 
though it were written in six verses, as follows. 


One of the mentions (Numbers 5:27) is interpreted for the com- 
mand concerning her, the woman, meaning that God empowered 
the waters to punish the woman; and one, the prefix vav in that 
same verse, is expounded for the command concerning him, the 
paramour, i.e., that he too shall be punished by the water if he is guilty. 


One mention of the phrase, in the description of the drinking of the 

bitter water of a sota (Numbers 5:24), is interpreted for the execu- 
tion of her punishment, as the punishment will go into effect so long 

as the process was performed properly; and one, the prefix vav in 

that verse, is expounded for the execution of his punishment. 
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One mention (Numbers 5:22) is for her knowledge, i.e., the 
priest informs her that this punishment will be the result; and 
one, the prefix var, is for his knowledge. 


But Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi maintains that only three verses 
worthy of exposition are written with regard to the water enter- 
ing the woman; he does not derive anything additional from the 
prefix vav that introduces the various mentions of this matter. 
He therefore interprets one for the command, and one for 
the execution, and one for the knowledge, all with regard to 
the woman herself. 


The Gemara asks: And from where does Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
derive the principle in the mishna that just as the water evalu- 
ates whether she was unfaithful, so too, it evaluates whether he 
committed the sin? 


The Gemara answers: He derives it from that which is taught 
in a baraita, that the verse: “And cause the belly to swell and 
the thigh to fall away” (Numbers 5:22), is referring to the 
belly and thigh of the paramour. Do you say that the intention 
is the belly and the thigh of the paramour, or is it only the 
belly and the thigh of the adulteress? When it says later: 
“And her belly shall swell, and her thigh shall fall away” 
(Numbers 5:27), the belly and thigh of the adulteress are 
explicitly stated. And therefore, how do I realize the meaning 
of the former verse: “And cause the belly to swell, and the 
thigh to fall away”? Clearly, it is referring to the belly and thigh 
of the paramour. 


And how does the other tanna, Rabbi Akiva, interpret the repe- 
tition of verses? The former verse indicates that the priest 
informs her that her belly will be afflicted first and then her 
thigh," so as not to cast aspersions on the bitter water of a sota, 
i.e., to prevent people from claiming that the guilty woman’s 
death was not due to the bitter water but rather to some other 
cause. The reason people might claim this is that the priest says 
to the woman: “The Lord will make you a curse and an oath 
among your people, when the Lord makes your thigh fall away, 
and your belly swell” (Numbers 5:21). This seems to imply that 
her thigh is supposed to be afflicted before her belly. Therefore, 
when her belly swells first, people might conclude that it is not 
due to the water. It is for this reason that the priest needs to 
inform her that her belly will swell first. 


And why does the other tanna, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, disagree 
with Rabbi Akiva? The Gemara answers: If it is so that the 
verse: “And cause the belly to swell, and the thigh to fall away’ 
(Numbers 5:22), is referring to the woman, the verse should 
have written: Her belly... and her thigh. What is meant by the 
phraseology of “the belly...and the thigh”? Conclude from it 
that it is referring to the belly and thigh of the paramour. 


” 


The Gemara asks: And say that the entire verse comes for 
this, to indicate that the water evaluates the paramour as well, 
and does not teach the order of the punishment? The Gemara 
answers: If so, the Torah should have written: His belly...and 
his thigh. What is the meaning of the general wording: “The 
belly...and the thigh”? Conclude from it two conclusions: 
That the paramour is punished and that the priest informs the 
woman with regard to the order of the punishment. 


§ Itis stated in the mishna that Rabbi Yehoshua said: That was 
how Zekharya ben HaKatzav would interpret it. Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi says: The two times that the defilement of the wife is 
stated in the passage indicate that there are two prohibitions due 
to her defilement; one is to forbid her to her husband and one 
is to forbid her to her paramour. 


HALAKHA 
The priest informs her that her belly will be afflicted first 
and then her thigh - JPII MwA PIT PHD Ad yian: The 
priest informs the woman that her belly will be afflicted first, 
and then her thigh, so that people will not cast aspersions 
on the effectiveness of the water (Rambam Sefer Nashim, 
Hilkhot Sota 3:7). 
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The Sages taught in a baraita: With regard to the three times that 
the defilement of the wife is stated in the passage, namely: “If 
she is defiled” (Numbers 5:27), “and he warns his wife, and she 
is defiled” (Numbers 5:14), and “when a wife being under her 
husband goes astray and is defiled” (Numbers 5:29), why are all 
three necessary? One is to prohibit her to her husband, and one 
is to prohibit her to her paramour, and one is to prohibit her 
from partaking of teruma, even if she is the wife or daughter of a 
priest. This is the statement of Rabbi Akiva. 


Rabbi Yishmael said: It is unnecessary to derive from a verse that 
it would also be prohibited for this woman to marry a priest, as 
it can be derived a fortiori: Ifa divorced daughter of a priest, who 
is permitted to partake of teruma, is nevertheless forbidden to 
marry into the priesthood, then with regard to this sota, who is 
forbidden to partake of teruma, is it not logical that it is also 
prohibited for her to marry into the priesthood? 


The baraita continues by citing additional expositions involving 
the verse: “And she is defiled” (Numbers 5:14): What is the mean- 
ing when the verse states with regard to the cases in which a 
husband can compel his wife to drink the bitter water of a sota: 


“And he warns his wife, and she is defiled; or if the spirit of 


jealousy comes upon him, and he warns his wife, and she is not 
defiled” (Numbers 5:14)? If she is defiled, why does she need 
to drink? And if she is not defiled, why does he make her drink? 
The baraita answers: The verse tells you that it is discussing a case 
when there is uncertainty as to whether the woman was faithful 
to her husband, yet it is prohibited for her to engage in sexual 
intercourse with her husband until the matter is clarified. 


From here you can derive the halakha in a case of uncertainty 
with regard to whether the carcass of a creeping animal™" has 
imparted ritual impurity: Just as in the case of a sota, where the 
Torah does not consider unwitting adultery like intentional 
adultery," and rape is not treated like a willing transgression, 
because if a married woman committed adultery unwittingly or 
was raped she is not punished, yet still the Torah considers an 
uncertain case of adultery like a certain violation inasmuch as 
the woman is forbidden to her husband until the truth is clarified; 
so too, with regard to a creeping animal or other agents of ritual 
impurity, where the Torah does consider unwitting contact 
with impure items like intentional contact, as one contracts 
impurity whether or not his contact was intentional and an acci- 
dent is treated like willing contact, is it not logical that the Torah 
must also consider an uncertain case of transmission of ritual 
impurity 


NOTES 


From here you can derive the halakha with regard to a 
creeping animal — yw TITAN (x21: Tosafot note that logi- 
cally one might refute this a fortiori argument: With regard to 
a sota there is circumstantial evidence that she is guilty, as her 
husband had warned her to stay away from a specific man and 
she subsequently secluded herself with him, and one witness 
testified that they engaged in sexual intercourse. With regard to 
uncertain ritual impurity, however, that is not the case. 


From here you can derive the halakha with regard to a 
creeping animal - yw TITAN x21: The Sages derive various 
halakhot with regard to ritual impurity from the halakhot of sota, 
e.g., cases of uncertain impurity that arise in the private domain 
are to be treated as impure, just as a sota is treated stringently 
and is forbidden to her husband in a case where she secluded 
herself with another man in the private domain (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 16:1-2). 


HALAKHA 


Other early commentaries point out additional refutations 
for this a fortiori argument. Consequently, several of them con- 
cur with the understanding of Rabbeinu Tam (Sefer HaYashar), 
who states based on the Gemara in tractate Hullin (9b) that the 
real source for this halakhais an oral tradition from Sinai, and the 
a fortiori inference is cited only as an additional corroboration 
for the halakha. Therefore, the Gemara does not deal with the 
numerous possible ways of refuting the argument. 


In the case of a sota where the Torah does not consider 
unwitting adultery like intentional adultery, etc. — Kow mip 
131 Pra wi Ma My: If a woman committed adultery unwit- 
tingly, or if she was raped, the water does not evaluate her 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Avot HaTuma 3:24). 
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like a case of certain contact with an impure item? Accordingly, 
any cases of uncertain ritual impurity should be treated like 
certain impurity. 


The baraita continues: And since the case of sota is the source for 
the halakha with regard to uncertain ritual impurity, the details 
of the halakha are also derived from the case of sota. Therefore, 
from the place that you came from, i.e., from the source, it is 
derived that just as the prohibition with regard to a sota applies 
only when the uncertainty arises in the private domain, i.e., 
when she has secluded herself with the alleged paramour, so too, 
uncertain contact with the carcass of a creeping animal renders 
an item impure only if the contact was in the private domain." 


And furthermore, just as a sota is an entity that has awareness 
in order for her to be asked whether she actually committed 
adultery, so too, contact with a creeping animal renders an item 
impure only if it is an entity that has awareness in order for it to 
be asked," i.e., a person, or an item that may have contracted 
impurity in a place where a person was present and could have 
known. 


The baraita concludes: And from here the Sages stated that if 
an entity that has awareness in order for it to be asked may 
have contracted impurity in the private domain, its uncertain 
impurity renders it impure; but ifit may have contracted impurity 
in the public domain, its uncertain impurity leaves it pure." 
And with regard to an entity that lacks awareness in order for 
it to be asked, whether the uncertainty arose in the private 
domain or in the public domain, its uncertain impurity is 
deemed pure, as it is not similar to a sota. 


The Gemara begins its discussion of the baraita by inquiring 
about the exchange between Rabbi Yishmael and Rabbi Akiva: 
And what was the intention of Rabbi Yishmael? Apparently, he 
commented on a statement of Rabbi Akiva, who said that it 
is prohibited for a sota to partake of teruma, and he answered 
him concerning the matter of the woman’s being prohibited to 
marry into the priesthood, which was not mentioned by Rabbi 
Akiva at all. 


And furthermore, from where does Rabbi Akiva derive that it 
is prohibited for a sota to marry into the priesthood? And if you 
would say that with regard to her prohibition against marrying 
into the priesthood a verse is not necessary, 


NOTES 


In the public domain its uncertain impurity leaves it pure - 
inv ipa way mwa: The Gemara here would seem to indi- 
cate that the principle that uncertainty with regard to the 
contraction of ritual impurity that arises in the public domain 
is deemed pure is derived from the halakhot of sota. However, 
elsewhere, other sources are cited as the basis for this principle. 
In the Jerusalem Talmud and the Josefta, later codified by the 
Rambam, it is derived from the halakha that a Paschal offering 
can be sacrificed in impurity. 

One reason not to derive this principle from the case of a 
sota is that the whole concept of sota refers to a woman who 
secluded herself with another man, which is not at all applicable 
in a public domain. Therefore, nothing can be inferred from 
sota with regard to impurity in the public domain (Ahiezer). In 
tractates Hullin (9b) and Avoda Zara (37b) the Gemara writes that 


this principle is a tradition transmitted to Moses from Sinai, and 
is not inferred by logic. 

Tosafot in Avoda Zara (37b) explain that in fact, the case of a 
sota serves as the source only for the principle that uncertain 
impurity in the private domain is considered impure. By infer- 
ence, one can say that any uncertainty with regard to ritual 
impurity that arises in the public domain is not rendered impure. 
However, in tractate Hullin (9b), Tosafot write that it is derived 
from sota that uncertainty with regard to impurity in the public 
domain is considered pure even if the item in question did not 
have a presumptive status of purity, and uncertainty with regard 
to impurity in the private domain is deemed impure even if 
the item had a presumptive status of purity. They explain that 
a sota herself has lost her presumptive status of innocence by 
secluding herself with the alleged paramour. 


HALAKHA 


So too a creeping animal in the private domain - 4 
yma mw yW: The halakha of sota is the source for the 
halakha that any case of uncertain ritual impurity that arises 
in the private domain is deemed impure. However, if the 
uncertainty arises in the public domain, which is defined 
as a place where three or more people are present, the 
uncertainty is deemed pure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
She‘ar Avot HaTumot 15:8; 16:2). 


An entity that has awareness for it to be asked - ww 137 
Sewn Nyt ja: Just as a sota has awareness that allows her 
to be asked whether she committed adultery, so too, with 
regard to all cases of uncertain contraction of ritual impurity, 
an item is deemed impure only in instances where it has the 
awareness to be asked whether or not it touched an impure 
item. Therefore, uncertain contraction of ritual impurity by 
a deaf-mute, an imbecile, or a minor is deemed pure, even 
ifthe uncertainty arises in a private domain (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar Avot HaTumot 15:8; 16:2). 
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NOTES 


One to priesthood and one to teruma - 1m mynd am 
manh: Tosafot ask: Why doesn't the Gemara suggest that 
once the verse deems a sota defiled with regard to her 
husband, it should follow that she is disqualified from ever 
marrying a priest or form partaking of teruma if her husband 
is a priest, as she is assumed to have committed adultery? 
They answer, somewhat cryptically, that absent the addi- 
tional verses one could have said that a sota is considered 
defiled only with regard to her husband, as there could be 
court-imposed capital punishment because of him. The Eshel 
Avraham explains that Tosafot mean that even if the wife had 
not in fact committed adultery, her improper behavior will 
eventually lead to her doing so, which will render her liable 
o receive court-imposed capital punishment, in the event 
hat she is caught in the act in the presence of witnesses. 
Therefore, it is preferable that she become forbidden to her 
husband until she drinks the bitter water, and she is forbidden 
o her husband in order that he will be more likely to make 
her drink the bitter water. However, this should not be taken 
as an indication that the verse regards her as having been 
defiled, and as such, one cannot assume that she will become 
orbidden to a priest or to partake of teruma. 

Keren Ora suggests another explanation as to why the 
halakha that a sota is forbidden to her husband does not 
serve as proof with regard to teruma and marrying a priest: 
The reason she is forbidden to her husband could be that 
even if she did not actually engage in sexual intercourse, her 
promiscuous behavior was clearly contrary to her husband's 
warning and warranted his disapproval. This unique prohibi- 
tion for the husband, however, does not apply to the other 
matters under discussion. 


A matter that can be derived through an a fortiori infer- 
ence, etc. — ^13) anim dpa NNT xg: This principle, which 
is cited in many places in the Talmud, states that although the 
Torah will not repeat explicit halakhot more than once if it is 
not teaching a specific novelty, the Torah will state a halakha 
explicitly although it could be derived through an a fortiori 
inference. The reason why a halakha that could be derived 
through logical reasoning might be stated explicitly could 
be either to emphasize the halakha, or to provide it with the 
additional power that only halakhot stated explicitly in the 
Torah have, such as the ability of the court to punish one who 
violates such a halakha. 


BACKGROUND 


An a fortiori inference - anim bp: One of the fundamental 
principles of rabbinic exegesis, a fortiori inference appears in 
all of the standard lists of exegetical principles. In essence, it 
is a principle of logical argumentation where a comparison 
is drawn between two cases, one more lenient and the other 
more stringent. The a fortiori inference asserts that if the 
halakha is stringent in a case where the ruling is usually 
lenient, then all the more so will it be stringent in a more 
serious case; likewise, if the halakha is lenient in a case where 
the ruling is not usually lenient, then it will certainly be lenient 
in a less stringent case. A fortiori inferences appear in the Bible, 
and the Sages compiled lists of verses in which they appear. 
For example: “If you have run with the foot soldiers, and 
they have wearied you, how can you contend with horses?” 
(Jeremiah 12:5). 
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as the Torah has already rendered an uncertain case of a 
woman who has engaged in sexual intercourse with a man 
forbidden to her by the Torah [zona] as though she is certainly 
a zona, since a sota is forbidden to her husband after seclusion 
even though there are no witnesses that she committed adultery, 
and therefore it should be prohibited for her to marry a priest 
just like any zona, then with regard to her prohibition against 
partaking of teruma a verse should also not be necessary, as it 
is prohibited for a zona to partake of teruma. Therefore, the 
Torah renders an uncertain zona like a certain zona. 


Rather, it must be explained that according to Rabbi Akiva, the 
equivalent of four verses worthy of exposition are written with 
regard to the defilement of a sota, as he maintains that an addi- 
tional halakha should be derived from the superfluous prefix vav 
in the verse: “And is defiled [venitma'a]” (Numbers 5:29). There- 
fore, one verse is written to forbid her to her husband, and one 
is to forbid her to her paramour, and one is to forbid her to 
marry into the priesthood, and one is to forbid her to partake 
of teruma.’ 


And Rabbi Yishmael disagrees with Rabbi Akiva, as he does 
not expound on the superfluous vav, and therefore maintains 
that only three verses are written: One is to forbid her to her 
husband, and one is to forbid her to her paramour, and one is 
to forbid her to partake of teruma. And her being prohibited to 
marry into the priesthood is derived through an a fortiori 
inference,® as described in the baraita. 


The Gemara asks: And from where does Rabbi Yishmael 

derive that the verse was necessary to teach the prohibition of 
a sota to partake of teruma, and her prohibition against marry- 
ing into the priesthood is derived through an a fortiori infer- 
ence? Perhaps the verse was necessary in order to teach that it 
is prohibited for the woman to marry into the priesthood, but 

teruma is permitted for her? 


The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yishmael could have said to you: 
It is reasonable to derive from this verse a prohibition that is 
similar to the prohibitions derived from the other verses, i.e., 
that she is forbidden to her husband and her paramour. Just 
as she is forbidden to her husband and her paramour even 
during the lifetime of her husband, so too, the prohibition 
against partaking of teruma applies also during the lifetime 
of her husband, to the exclusion of her prohibition against 
marrying into the priesthood, which is relevant only after the 
death of her husband. The reason is that if her husband would 
divorce her it would be prohibited for her to marry a priest 


anyway. 


And how would Rabbi Akiva respond? The Gemara answers: 
He is not of the opinion that it is more reasonable to derive a 
prohibition from the phrase “and is defiled” that is similar to 
the prohibitions involving her husband and her paramour, and 
therefore he requires two separate derivations; one for teruma 
and one for the priesthood. 


Or alternatively, perhaps he accepts the opinion that the 
halakha derived from “and is defiled” should be similar to the 
prohibitions involving the husband and paramour, but never- 
theless, in certain instances with regard to a matter that can be 
derived through an a fortiori inference," the verse nevertheless 
takes the trouble and writes explicitly. Therefore, although 
unnecessary, two verses are stated, one for teruma and one for 
the priesthood. 
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The Gemara continues discussing the baraita. Rav Giddel said 
that Rav said: The halakha with regard to an entity that has 
awareness in order for it to be asked and an entity that lacks 
awareness in order for it to be asked in cases of uncertain ritual 
impurity is derived from this verse: “And the flesh that touches 
any impure thing shall not be eaten” (Leviticus 7:19). This 
would seem to indicate that specifically food that is impure for 
certain is that which shall not be eaten, but food for which it is 
uncertain whether it is impure and uncertain whether it is pure 
can be eaten. 


However, say the latter clause of the verse: “And as for the flesh, 
every one that is pure may eat the flesh” (Leviticus 7:19), which 

would seem to indicate that specifically one who is pure for 
certain is one who shall eat meat, but one for whom it is uncer- 
tain whether he is impure and uncertain whether he is pure 

shall not eat. The two clauses in the verse seem to contradict 

one another with regard to the status of uncertain purity. 


Rather, must one not conclude from it that the Torah differenti- 
ates between two different types of uncertainty? Here, the latter 
clause, which discusses “every one that is pure,’ is referring to an 
entity that has awareness in order for it to be asked, e.g., a 
person, who is considered impure if he is uncertain whether he 
contracted ritual impurity. There, the former clause which dis- 
cusses impure meat presents the principle ofan entity that lacks 
awareness in order for it to be asked, where an uncertain case 
of ritual impurity is deemed pure. 


The Gemara explains the need for two separate derivations 
concerning uncertain contractions of ritual impurity: And the 
derivation that Rav Giddel said that Rav said was necessary, 
and it was also necessary to derive the principle of uncertain 
ritual impurity from sota; since if it were derived only through 
the derivation of Rav, I would say that it makes no difference 
whether the uncertain contraction of impurity occurred in the 
private domain or whether it occurred in the public domain. 
Therefore, it was necessary to derive from sota that uncertain 
impurity is considered impure only in the private domain. 


And if it is derived only from sota, I would say that similar to 
sota, where both the woman and the paramour possess aware- 
ness in order to be asked if they committed the act, so too, items 
with uncertain impurity should not be deemed impure unless 
there is awareness on the part of both the one who touches 
the impure item and the one who causes him to touch, i.e., the 
agent of impurity and the recipient of impurity are both com- 
petent people. Therefore, the derivation of Rav was necessary, 
as it teaches that in an uncertain case of impurity in the private 
domain, one is deemed impure even if only the contractor of 
impurity possesses the awareness to be asked. 


NOTES 


Awareness of both the one who touches the impure item The Meiri writes that it does not matter; if either the agent 
and the one who causes him to touch - 3379 y3) nyt: The of impurity or the recipient of impurity is a human being 
Gemara assumes that the awareness of both parties is not the uncertainty is treated stringently. However, Rashi and 
necessary with regard to uncertain ritual impurity. However, the Rambam maintain that specifically the recipient must be 
the Gemara does not specify which side needs awareness. a person. 
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BACKGROUND 
Third-degree impurity - wry: The further removed an 
item is from contact with the initial source of ritual impurity, 
the lower its own level of impurity. An item that comes into 
contact with the initial source will contract first-degree ritual 
impurity, and any food that the item touches thereafter will in 
turn have second-degree ritual impurity, and so on. 


HALAKHA 

An item of second-degree impurity status can impart 
third-degree impurity upon teruma - now mwiy ww 
manna: Teruma that becomes impure with first- or second- 
degree ritual impurity can transmit ritual impurity to other 
teruma. Teruma that has third-degree impurity is disqualified, 
but it cannot transmit impurity to other teruma, as there is no 
fourth degree of impurity that applies to teruma (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 11:3). 
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§ It is stated in the mishna: On that same day Rabbi Akiva inter- 
preted the phrase “shall be impure’ in the verse: “And every earthen 
vessel into which any of them falls, whatever is in it shall be impure 
[yitma], and you shall break it” (Leviticus 11:33), as indicating that 
a loaf that has second-degree ritual impurity can render other food 
with which it comes into contact impure with third-degree impurity. 
Rabbi Yehoshua related that Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai had pre- 
dicted that a future generation would purify a loaf that contracted 
third-degree impurity, as there is no explicit verse in the Torah 
stating that this degree of impurity exists. 


The Gemara asks: But since the loaf does not have an explicit verse 
stating that it is impure, why did Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai 
himself maintain that it is impure? 


Rav Yehuda says that Rav says: Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai main- 
tained that although it has no explicit basis from a verse in the 
Torah, it has proof for its impurity through an a fortiori inference: 
If even one who immersed in a ritual bath that day and will become 
completely purified after nightfall, who is therefore permitted to 
touch non-sacred articles, i.e., he does not transmit impurity to 
them, disqualifies teruma that he touches, then with regard to a loaf 
that has second-degree impurity as result of contact with an impure 
item of the first degree, which is disqualified, i.e., it is rendered 
impure, even ifit is non-sacred, isn’t it logical that it should impart 
third-degree impurity’ upon teruma?" 


The Gemara challenges: This a fortiori inference can be refuted. 
What is unique about one who was ritually impure who immersed 
that day and is waiting for nightfall for the purification process to 
be completed is that prior to his immersion, he was a primary 
source of impurity. He therefore retains his stringent status even 
after immersion with regard to his capability of disqualifying teruma. 
The loaf, by contrast, has second-degree impurity from the outset, 
and should therefore be treated more lightly. 


The Gemara answers: Derive this halakha 


from one who immersed that day who was never a primary source 
of impurity, as he was rendered impure only through contact with 
a creeping animal, and nevertheless he disqualifies teruma upon 
contact. 


The Gemara continues to challenge the inference: What is unique 
about the impurity of one who immersed that day who was ren- 
dered impure through contact with a creeping animal is that this 
impurity can apply to either a person or a utensil, as people and 
utensils are capable of achieving purity through immersion, and 
within its type there can be a primary source of impurity. A loaf, 
however, is food, which can never be a primary source of impurity. 
It can only be rendered impure as a secondary source of impurity. 


The Gemara answers: The halakhot of an earthenware vessel can 
prove that the fact that there are primary sources of impurity within 
its type is not a relevant factor. An earthenware vessel can never 
become a primary source of impurity, and nevertheless, if it is 
impure it disqualifies teruma upon contact. 


The Gemara challenges: What is unique about an earthenware 
vessel is that unlike a loaf, it can render items impure or it can itself 
become impure from its airspace. An earthenware vessel is the only 
vessel that does not require direct contact with another item in order 
to contract or transfer impurity, but can effect or contract impurity 
through its airspace. 
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The Gemara answers: One who immersed that day can prove that 
being able to render items impure through airspace is not a relevant 
factor. Such an item disqualifies teruma, but imparts impurity only 
through direct contact and not through its airspace. 


And the derivation has reverted to its starting point. The aspect 
of this case is not like the aspect of that case and the aspect of that 
case is not like the aspect of this case, as each case has its own 
unique stringencies. However, their common denominator is that 
non-sacred food they come into contact with is permitted," i.e., 
is not rendered impure, but they disqualify teruma. Therefore, 
Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai infers a fortiori that all the more so, a 
loaf that contracted second-degree impurity, which is disqualified, 
i.e, rendered impure, even if it is non-sacred, should also disqualify 
teruma with which it comes into contact. This was Rabban Yohanan 
ben Zakkai’s logical a fortiori inference that led him to rule that a 
loaf of second-degree impurity status disqualifies teruma. 


And another generation, i.e., the later generation that Rabban 
Yohanan ben Zakkai predicted would deem teruma that came into 
contact with second-degree impurity pure, would refute this infer- 
ence as follows: What is unique about their common denomina- 
tor is that both cases have a stringent aspect that does not exist in 
other impure items. 


And Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai maintained that teruma that 
came into contact with second-degree impurity is pure, as he would 
not refute an inference that is based on two sources due to the 
fact that both sources have a stringent aspect, since each source’s 
stringency is not shared by the other. 


§ It is taught in a baraita (Tosefta, Hagiga 3:18) that Rabbi Yosei 
said: From where is it derived with regard to sacrificial food with 
fourth-degree ritual impurity that it is disqualified although it is 
not capable of imparting impurity to other items? 


It is derived through logical inference: Just as one who is lacking 
atonement, e.g., a zav or leper who immersed at the conclusion of 
his period of impurity but has not yet brought an offering for his 
atonement, who is permitted to partake of teruma, nevertheless 
disqualifies sacrificial food ifhe comes into contact with it, so too, 
with regard to an item of third-degree impurity status, which dis- 
qualifies teruma and is therefore more severe than one who is 
lacking atonement, is it not logical that it should render sacrificial 
food with which it comes into contact as having fourth-degree 
impurity? 


The baraita concludes: And we have therefore derived that third- 
degree impurity applies to sacrificial food from an explicit verse in 

the Torah, and we have derived that fourth-degree impurity applies 

to sacrificial food by means of the above a fortiori inference. 


The Gemara asks: From where in the Torah do we derive that 
third-degree impurity applies to sacrificial food?" The Gemara 
answers: As it is written: “And the flesh that touches any impure 
thing shall not be eaten” (Leviticus 7:19). Are we not dealing in 
the verse with meat that touches even an item of second-degree 


impurity? And the Merciful One states that it “shall not be eaten,” 


indicating that it assumes third-degree impurity. Therefore, fourth- 
degree impurity can be derived by means of the a fortiori inference 
of Rabbi Yosei, as we stated above. 


Rabbi Yohanan says: With regard to the reasoning behind the 
Distinguished Rabbi Yosei’s a fortiori inference, I do not know 
what it is, as the response to his inference is right by its side: Food 
whose impurity came from contact with one who immersed that 
day can prove that a degree of impurity that disqualifies teruma 
does not necessarily impart fourth-degree impurity to sacrificial 
food, as this food disqualifies teruma upon contact, but it does not 
impart fourth-degree impurity upon sacrificial food. 


NOTES 


That non-sacred food they come into contact with is 
permitted — pana pama: Rashi rejects this version of 
the text, as an earthenware vessel can have only first- 
degree impurity and therefore will always render impure 
any non-sacred food that comes into contact with it. 
Rabbeinu Meshullam suggests that the Gemara is refer- 
ring to an earthenware vessel that was purified by means 
of breaking the vessel, but was not broken entirely. In this 
case, although there is still a minor degree of impurity in 
the vessel, the degree is not enough to transmit impurity 
to non-sacred food. Rabbeinu Tam rejects the opinion of 
Rabbeinu Meshullam, claiming that there is no source 
that indicates that any level of impurity remains in the 
broken shards of an earthenware vessel. Other com- 
mentaries present alternative explanations of the text. 


HALAKHA 
From where...do we derive that third-degree impu- 
rity applies to sacrificial food - n.. wripd wh: 
Sacrificial food that contracts impurity of the first, second, 
or third degree is considered impure, and can impart 
impurity to other sacrificial food. However, sacrificial 
food that contracts fourth-degree impurity is merely 
disqualified, and cannot impart impurity to other sacri- 
ficial food, as there is no fifth degree of impurity, even 
with regard to sacrificial food (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot She'ar Avot HaTumot 11:4). 
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HALAKHA =—-WY_____- 
Just as he disqualifies teruma foods, etc. - bpisw ows 
“oman opi: One who immersed that day is considered 
to have second- -degree impurity status. Consequently, he 
disqualifies teruma foods and liquids by touching them. 
Even if he touches sacrificial food, it is merely disqualified, 
assuming fourth-degree impurity status, but it cannot 
impart impurity to other sacrificial food. This is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 10:3). 
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As it is taught in a baraita (Tosefta, Teharot 1:4) that Abba Shaul 
says: With regard to one who immersed that day, until sunset he 
is treated as one who is impure with first-degree impurity vis-a-vis 
sacrificial food, in that he is able to render two items of sacrificial 
food impure and to disqualify one additional item. In other words, 
the first item of sacrificial food that he touches assumes the status 
ofa second-degree impurity. A second item that comes into contact 
with the first one assumes third-degree impurity. A third item 
that comes into contact with the second assumes fourth-degree 
impurity and is therefore disqualified from being eaten, though it 
cannot impart impurity to other items. 


Rabbi Meir says: One who immersed that day is considered im- 
pure with second-degree impurity, even vis-a-vis sacrificial food, 
and as such renders only one item impure and disqualifies one 
additional item. And the Rabbis say: Just as he merely disqualifies 
teruma foods" and teruma liquids, without transferring to them 
impurity that can then be transferred further, so too, he merely 
disqualifies sacrificial foods and sacrificial liquids. In other 
words, the impurity imparted by one who immersed that day can 
reach only third-degree impurity and not fourth-degree impurity, 
contrary to the opinion of Rabbi Yosei. 


Rav Pappa objects to Rabbi Yohanan’s argument: From where is 
the presumption derived that Rabbi Yosei holds in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis? Perhaps he holds in accordance 
with the opinion of Abba Shaul, who says that one who immersed 
that day is able to render two items of sacrificial food impure, and 
to disqualify one additional item. 


The Gemara answers: If it enters your mind that Rabbi Yosei holds 
in accordance with the opinion of Abba Shaul, he should have 
brought proof for the existence of a fourth degree of ritual impu- 
rity with regard to sacrificial food from the case of food whose 
impurity came from one who immersed that day, as follows: 


Just as with regard to food whose impurity came from one who 
immersed that day, while the one who immersed that day is 
himself permitted to consume non-sacred food, nevertheless you 
say that the food imparts fourth-degree impurity status upon 
sacrificial food, then with regard to food 


whose third-degree impurity came from contact with an item of 
second-degree impurity, in which case the item with the second- 
degree impurity is itself forbidden, i.e. impure, even if it is non- 
sacred food, isn’t it logical to infer that it should be able to impart 
fourth-degree impurity upon sacrificial food? 


And if you would say that the reason Rabbi Yosei did not employ 
this a fortiori inference is because it can be refuted as follows: 
What is unique about one who immersed that day is that prior to 
his immersion he was a primary source of impurity, this cannot 
be, as Rabbi Yosei brought proof for the existence of a fourth 
degree of impurity from the case of one who has not yet brought 
an atonement offering, who was also a primary source ofimpurity 
prior to his immersion, and Rabbi Yosei clearly did not refute 
the proof due to this factor. Therefore, the reason Rabbi Yosei 
did not employ an a fortiori inference from the case of food that 
contracted impurity from one who immersed that day is clearly 
that he disagrees with the opinion of Abba Shaul. Consequently, 
Rabbi Yohanan concluded that he cannot understand Rabbi Yosei’s 
reasoning. 
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§ Rabbi Asi said that Rav said, and some say Rabba ben Isi 
said that Rav said: Rabbi Meir, and Rabbi Yosei, and Rabbi 
Yehoshua, and Rabbi Elazar, and Rabbi Eliezer all hold that an 
item of second-degree ritual impurity status cannot impart third- 
degree ritual impurity status to non-sacred items." Rav proceeds 
to prove this by attributing support from the rulings of each of 
these tanna’im. 


Rabbi Meir is of this opinion, as we learned in a mishna (Para 11:5): 
Anything that requires immersion in water" by rabbinic law 
renders sacrificial food impure upon contact, with second-degree 
impurity, and disqualifies teruma, meaning that it renders the 
teruma itself impure, but not to the extent that the teruma can 
render other teruma impure. And anything that requires immersion 
in water by rabbinic lawis permitted for non-sacred food and for 
the second tithe, i.e., it does not render these items impure. This is 
the statement of Rabbi Meir. But the Rabbis prohibit one who 
has this degree of impurity from partaking of the second tithe." 
From the fact that Rabbi Meir permits him to partake of the second 
tithe, it is inferred that he maintains that an item of second-degree 
impurity cannot impart third-degree impurity upon non-sacred 
items. 


It is evident that Rabbi Yosei is of this opinion from that which 
we have stated above, that he derives that sacrificial food can con- 
tract fourth-degree impurity, because if he holds that non-sacred 
items can contract third-degree impurity, he should have derived 
through his a fortiori inference that there is fourth-degree impurity 
vis-a-vis teruma and fifth-degree impurity vis-a-vis sacrificial 
food, since each of these categories has a unique level of impurity. 


Rabbi Yehoshua is of this opinion, as we learned in a mishna 
(Teharot 2:2): Rabbi Eliezer says: One who eats food with 
first-degree impurity" assumes first-degree impurity. One who 
eats food with second-degree impurity assumes second-degree 
impurity. One who eats food with third-degree impurity assumes 
third-degree impurity. Rabbi Yehoshua says: One who eats 
food with first-degree impurity or food with second-degree 
impurity assumes second-degree impurity. One who eats food 
with third-degree impurity assumes second-degree impurity vis- 
a-vis sacrificial food," and he does not assume second-degree 
impurity vis-a-vis teruma. 


HALAKHA 


An item of second-degree impurity status cannot impart third- 
degree impurity status to non-sacred items — mwip nw jr 
pana nhw: A non-sacred food item with first-degree ritual 
impurity status imparts impurity upon other items with which 
it comes into contact. A non-sacred item with second-degree 
impurity status cannot impart impurity to another non-sacred 
item, as non-sacred food cannot contract third-degree impurity 
status (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She'ar Avot HaTumot 11:2). 


Anything that requires immersion in water, etc. - MX’ pyenbs 
13) 02: The Sages decreed that if one’s head and most of his 
body are immersed in drawn water, he assumes second-degree 
impurity status until he immerses himself in a ritual bath. If this 
individual, or any other person who is impure due to a similar 
rabbinic decree, touches teruma, he imparts upon the teruma 
third-degree impurity status. If he touches sacrificial food, he 
imparts upon it fourth-degree impurity status (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 10:2-3). 


But the Rabbis prohibit the second tithe - pipis o235m 
wyna: It is prohibited to partake of the second tithe if one 
is ritually impure. Even if he is rendered impure merely due to 


rabbinically enacted ritual impurity, it is still prohibited for him to 
partake of the second tithe (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat 
Okhalin 16:8). 


One who eats food with first-degree impurity — boi bomen 
pwr: The Sages decreed that one who eats food of first- or 
second-degree impurity status assumes second-degree impurity 
status, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua (Ram- 
bam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 8:10). 


One who eats food with third-degree impurity assumes 
second-degree impurity vis-a-vis sacrificial food, etc. - why 
13) wip Ww: One who eats food with third-degree impurity 
status, which can be either teruma or non-sacred food that has 
been kept to the standards of teruma, although he remains ritu- 
ally pure in that he does not render teruma he touches impure, 
nevertheless he is considered as one who has second-degree 
impurity status vis-a-vis sacrificial food. One who eats non-sacred 
food that has been kept to the standards of sacrificial food and 
has contracted third-degree impurity status cannot impart impu- 
rity to sacrificial food (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She'ar Avot 
HaTumot 11:12). 
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BACKGROUND 


Halla - nhn: The Torah commands the separation of a portion 
of one’s dough, which is declared as halla and is later given to 
the priests (see Numbers 15:20). This portion of halla is gov- 
erned by all the halakhot pertaining to teruma, the portion of 
produce set aside for the priests. Halla must be taken from all 
dough made from any of the five types of grain, provided that 
the quantity of flour of the batch is at least a tenth of an ephah 
in volume. If halla is not taken, the dough has the status of 
untithed produce and may not be eaten. 

The Torah does not specify a measure for halla. However, 
the Sages required an individual baking for personal use to 
give one twenty-fourth of his dough as halla, and a com- 
mercial baker to give one forty-eighth. Nowadays, as all 
Jews are assumed to be ritually impure, halla is governed 
by halakhot similar to impure teruma; it cannot be eaten 
and therefore must be burned. Accordingly, the measures 
mentioned above no longer apply; only a small portion is 
separated from the dough and burned, and the rest of the 
dough may then be used. A blessing is recited for the separa- 
tion of halla. The halakhot of this mitzva, which is one of the 
mitzvot performed particularly by women, are discussed 
comprehensively in tractate Halla. 


NOTES 


Halla can be taken from ritually pure dough on behalf of 
ritually impure dough - axava by minan ja nb» abn: 
Why is it necessary to separate halla from ritually pure 
dough on behalf of ritually impure dough? Rashi explains 
that according to Rabbi Eliezer one must do so only if he 
purposely rendered the dough impure, as a fine. In Tosefot 
HaRosh, however, it is argued that one who has impure dough 
must always separate halla from pure dough on its behalf, 
in order to provide the priest with ritually pure dough from 
which he can eat. 


And places less than an egg-bulk, etc. - nwan nina jin 
"131: The way in which this process is performed would seem 
to indicate that it is not considered as if two batches of dough 
are situated near each other unless they are actually touching, 
and it would not be sufficient to just place the two batches 
in the same basket to group them together, as otherwise 
this whole process would be unnecessary. The Maharam of 
Rothenburg, however, states that this procedure needs to be 
done only in such a situation where one of the batches of 
dough is pure and the other impure; since one clearly does 
not want to combine the two batches, in order to separate 
halla for both of them together it is necessary that they actu- 
ally touch. Otherwise, placing different batches of dough in 
the same basket would suffice. 
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Eating an item with third-degree impurity is possible only in the 
case of non-sacred items, as eating impure teruma or sacrificial 
food is prohibited. However, generic non-sacred food cannot 
contract third-degree impurity at all. Therefore, the case of one 
who eats food with third-degree impurity refers specifically to 
non-sacred food items that were prepared as if their level of 
purity were on the level of the purity of teruma. By means of a 
vow, one can establish the purity status of non-sacred food items 
to be treated on the level of purity necessary for teruma. 


The Gemara infers from Rabbi Yehoshua’s statement that yes, one 
is able to prepare items as if their level of purity were on the level 
of the purity of teruma; but one is not able to prepare items as if 
their level of purity were on the level of the purity of sacrificial 
food, and such items would not contract third-degree impurity. 


The Gemara concludes: Apparently, Rabbi Yehoshua holds that 
an item of second-degree impurity cannot impart third-degree 
impurity upon ordinary non-sacred items that were not prepared 
on the level of the purity of teruma. 


Rabbi Elazar is of this opinion, as it is taught in a mishna (Teharot 
2:7): Rabbi Elazar says: The three of these are equal in their 
ability to impart ritual impurity to other items: An item of first- 
degree impurity, whether it is an item of sacrificial food, or of 
non-sacred food, or of teruma. 


With regard to sacrificial food, such an item renders impure two 
additional levels of contact, enabling the items that contracted 
ritual impurity from it to transfer that impurity to items that they 
in turn touch afterward. And it disqualifies one level afterward, 
imparting upon the food fourth-degree impurity, which cannot 
impart impurity to a fifth item. 


With regard to teruma, an item of first-degree impurity renders 
impure one additional level of contact, i.e., it imparts second-level 
impurity to teruma food with which it comes into contact, and 
that item in turn disqualifies one additional level afterward, as 
that teruma food imparts third-degree impurity upon teruma. 


And with regard to non-sacred food, an item of first-degree 
impurity merely disqualifies one additional level of non-sacred 
food. Evidently, non-sacred items cannot go beyond a second- 
degree impurity. 


Rabbi Eliezer also agrees with this principle, as we learned in a 
mishna (Halla 2:8): Rabbi Eliezer says: Halla® can be taken 
from ritually pure dough on behalf of ritually impure dough." 
How so? If there are two batches of dough," one of which is 
pure and one of which is impure, one takes the required amount 
of dough for separating halla for both of the batches from the 
pure dough when its halla has not yet been separated for itself, 
and then places less than an egg-bulk" of dough, which is 
not susceptible becoming ritually impure due to its size, in the 
middle, between the impure dough and the pure dough set aside 
for being used as the separated halla. This joins all of the dough 
together, so that one can fulfill the requirement to take dough for 
separating halla from dough that is situated near the dough it 
comes to exempt. 


Two batches of dough — niby mw: If one has two batches 
of dough, one of which is ritually pure and the other of which 


HALAKHA 


place less than an egg-bulk of impure dough between the 
pure batch and the impure batch, in order to separate halla 


is ritually impure, he must take the entire required amount of from dough that is situated near the dough it comes to exempt 


dough for separating halla from the pure dough, and then 


(Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Bikkurim 7:12). 
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And the Rabbis prohibit separating halla in this manner. 


And it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Eliezer even allows the ritu- 
ally pure dough placed in the middle to be as large as an egg-bulk," 
even though dough of that size is susceptible to the halakhot of 
ritual impurity. 


The Gemara now explains the reasoning of those who tried to prove 
from here that Rabbi Eliezer is of the opinion that second-degree 
ritual impurity cannot impart third-degree ritual impurity upon 
non-sacred items: They assumed" that both this mishna and this 
baraita are referring to cases where the dough is of first-degree 
impurity. And furthermore, they assumed that all the tanna’im 
agree that non-sacred food that is untithed with regard to the 
obligation to separate halla, as its halla has not yet been separated, 
is not treated like halla as far as its ability to contract third-degree 
ritual impurity. Rather, it is regarded as generic non-sacred food, 
which is susceptible only to second-degree impurity. 


Based on these assumptions the Gemara explains how these 
authorities understood the tannaitic dispute: What, is it not clear 
that Rabbi Eliezer and the Rabbis disagree with regard to the 
following matter: One Sage, Rabbi Eliezer, holds that an item of 
second-degree impurity cannot impart third-degree impurity to 
non-sacred items. Therefore, there is no problem placing an egg- 
bulk of pure dough in the middle, as although it will touch the 
impure dough and will thereby contract second-degree impurity, 
nevertheless it is unable to transmit impurity to the pure dough. 


And one Sage, i.e., the Rabbis, holds that an item of second-degree 
impurity can impart third-degree ritual impurity to non-sacred 
items. They therefore prohibit placing an egg-bulk of dough in the 
middle, as it will assume second-degree impurity status, which, in 
their opinion, can impart third-degree impurity status upon the 
pure dough. 


Rav Mari, son of Rav Kahana, said that the dispute can be under- 
stood differently: Everyone agrees that an item of second-degree 
ritual impurity cannot impart third-degree ritual impurity to non- 
sacred items. But here, the dispute concerns another matter, as 
they disagree with regard to the status of non-sacred food that is 
untithed vis-a-vis halla, as its halla has not yet been separated. 
One Sage, i.e., the Rabbis, holds that it is treated like halla with 
regard to its ability to contract third-degree impurity, and one Sage, 
Rabbi Eliezer, holds that it is not treated like halla and cannot 
contract third-degree impurity. Therefore, he permits separating 
halla in this manner. 


And if you wish, say instead that they disagree with regard to 

a different issue: Everyone agrees that non-sacred food that is 

untithed with regard to halla is not treated like halla and cannot 

contract third-degree impurity, and that an item of second-degree 

ritual impurity cannot impart third-degree ritual impurity to non- 
sacred items. But here, they disagree with regard to whether or 

not it is permitted to cause ritual impurity to non-sacred food 

that is in Eretz Yisrael. ™ 


It is permitted to cause ritual impurity to non-sacred food 
that is in Eretz Yisrael — byw yga panh menw of) ami: 
Just as it is permitted to eat non-sacred food while in a state 


HALAKHA 


of ritual impurity, so too, it is permitted to cause impurity to 
non-sacred food that is in Eretz Yisrael (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 16:9). 


NOTES 
An egg-bulk - 7%33: Although it is agreed upon that an 
egg-bulk is the minimum measurement necessary for food 
to contract ritual impurity, there is a dispute between Rashi 
and Tosafot with regard to the details of this requirement. 
Rashi understands that at least an egg-bulk of food is nec- 
essary in order for it to be capable of imparting impurity 
upon other food items with which it comes into contact. 
However, according to Tosafot (Pesahim 33b), less than an 
egg-bulk of food cannot contract ritual impurity either. This 
disagreement leads to conflicting interpretations of the 
Gemara here. 


They assumed - 71930: Usually when a statement is intro- 
duced by the expression: They assumed, it is an indica- 
tion that this opinion was expressed in the study hall but 
was eventually rejected. The Meiri points out that in this 
case, only part of the opinion presented is rejected in the 
continuation of the Gemara, as there is no rejection of the 
assumption that the reference is to dough of first-degree 
impurity status. 


Disagree with regard to the following matter - x73 
Dp: Does this refer to the mishna or to the baraita? 
Rashi maintains that the Gemara is explaining the dispute 
in the mishna. Although Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion, as quoted 
in the mishna, is that one should use a piece of dough small 
enough that it is not susceptible to the halakhot of ritual 
impurity, nevertheless, the Gemara assumes that he is not 
concerned about it transferring impurity to the halla. Oth- 
erwise, he would prohibit this procedure lest one accidently 
use an egg-bulk of dough, thereby imparting impurity upon 
the pure dough. Accordingly, the baraita is mentioned tan- 
gentially, as it is not necessary for the discussion. 

According to this explanation, later commentaries ask 
why the Gemara does not suggest that the core dispute 
between Rabbi Eliezer and the Rabbis is whether or not 
the concern that use of a smaller piece of dough will lead 
to use of an egg-bulk should be taken into account. Torat 
HakKenaot answers that this concern is obviously valid, as it is 
difficult for people to discern between these measurements. 

In the Commentary of Rabbi Shimshon of Saens on trac- 
tate Terumot, the Gemara here is explained as discussing the 
dispute between the mishna and the baraita with regard to 
the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer. 


It is permitted to cause ritual impurity to non-sacred 
food that is in Eretz Yisrael - panh agaw od ama 
Sew Yaw: The reason why this issue applies only i in 
Eretz Yisrael is that non-sacred food outside of Eretz Yisrael is 
automatically impure due to the inherent impurity of what 
is called the land of the nations, i.e., any territory outside 
of Eretz Yisrael. 

The opinion that it is prohibited to cause impurity in Eretz 
Yisrael is perhaps related to the fact that although eating 
impure non-sacred food is halakhically permitted, many 
individuals who were devoted to the meticulous obser- 
vance of mitzvot would make sure to keep their food ritually 
pure. Furthermore, it can be reasoned that if people are not 
careful to avoid causing food to become impure, they may 
accidently impart impurity to items that are prohibited to 
become impure, e.g., teruma and sacrificial food. 
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BACKGROUND 

Shabbat boundary — naw onma: By rabbinic decree, 
and some say by Torah law, a person is not permitted 
to travel more than a certain distance away from the 
place where he established his residence at the onse 
of Shabbat. That distance is known as the Shabba 
boundary. Even animals and inanimate objects have a 
boundary, determined by that of the person to whose 
care they are entrusted, beyond which they may no 
be taken. Generally, the Shabbat boundary is defined 
as two thousand cubits outside of the person’s city, in 
any direction. 


NOTES 

One Sage holds that the halakha of Shabbat bound- 
aries is mandated by Torah law, etc. - pana 120 Va 
AD KTTINT: It is explained in the Jerusalem Talmud 
that both tanna‘im agree that the Shabbat limit is by 
Torah law and the dispute is with regard to its extent. 
Rabbi Akiva holds that it is two thousand cubits, and 
Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, holds that by 
Torah law it is larger than that, and the two-thousand- 
cubit measure is by rabbinic law. 


HALAKHA 


The halakha of Shabbat boundaries is mandated by 
rabbinic law - }2374...p72171M: One who goes beyond 
the Shabbat limit is liable to receive lashes. The extent 
of this limit is not explicitly defined in the Torah, but 
there is a tradition that by Torah law it is twelve mil, 
which is approximately twelve kilometers, whereas the 
Sages limited it to two thousand cubits, approximately 
one kilometer. The Ramban and the Rashba, cited in 
Maggid Mishne, are of the opinion that by Torah law 
there is no Shabbat limit at all. They claim that it is 
only the opinion of Rabbi Akiva that the Shabbat limit 
is mandated by Torah law, whereas the other Sages 
maintain that it is by rabbinic law (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 27:1). 
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One Sage, Rabbi Eliezer, holds that it is permitted to cause impurity 
to non-sacred food that is in Eretz Yisrael. Therefore, since the dough 
placed in the middle cannot impart third-degree ritual impurity status 
upon the dough designated for halla, there is no reason to prohibit 
doing so. And one Sage, i.e., the Rabbis, holds that it is prohibited to 
cause impurity to non-sacred food that is in Eretz Yisrael. Therefore, 
although the dough of the ritually pure batch will not become impure, 
nevertheless the Rabbis prohibit separating halla in this manner, as 
causing the dough in the middle to become impure is prohibited. 


§ It is stated in the mishna: On that same day Rabbi Akiva inter- 
preted one of the contradictory verses with regard to the amount of 
land surrounding the Levite cities as teaching that one may not travel 
beyond a two-thousand-cubit radius around his city limits on Shabbat. 
Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, on the other hand, inter- 
prets the contradictory verses as referring to different types of land left 
for the Levites around their cities. 


The Gemara asks: With regard to what halakhic matter do they dis- 
agree? The Gemara answers: One Sage, Rabbi Akiva, holds that the 

halakha of Shabbat boundaries? is mandated by Torah law," as he bases 

it on a verse; and one Sage, Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, 
holds that the halakha of Shabbat boundaries is mandated by rabbinic 

law," and he therefore derives other matters from the verse. 


§ The Sages taught: On that same day Rabbi Akiva taught that at 
the time that the Jewish people ascended from the split sea they set 
their eyes on reciting a song of gratitude to God. And how did they 
recite the song? In the same manner as an adult man reciting hallel 
on behalf of a congregation, as his reading enables all who hear to fulfill 
their obligation, and the congregation listening merely recite after him 
the chapter headings of hallel. So too, by the sea, Moses said: “I will 
sing unto the Lord” (Exodus 15:1), and the people said after Moses: 
“I will sing unto the Lord.” Moses continued and said: “For He is 
highly exalted” (Exodus 15:1), and they said once again the chapter 
heading: “I will sing unto the Lord.” 


Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, says: The Jewish people 
sang just like a minor boy reciting hallel and the congregation who 
hear him repeat after him all that he says, word for word, as hearing 
the recital of a minor is insufficient for fulfilling one’s obligation. So too, 
by the sea, Moses said: “I will sing unto the Lord” (Exodus 15:1), and 
the people said after Moses: “I will sing to the Lord.” Moses said: “For 
He is highly exalted,’ and they said after him the same words: “For 
He is highly exalted.” 


Rabbi Nehemya says: They sang the song of the sea like a scribe, 
a cantor, who recites aloud the introductory prayers and blessings 
before Shema in the synagogue; as he begins by saying the first words 
of the blessing, and they repeat after him the initial words and con- 
tinue reciting the rest of Shema together with him in unison. So too, in 
the song of the sea, Moses began and then everyone recited the entire 
song together with him. 


The Gemara asks: With regard to what do they disagree? The Gemara 
answers that they disagree with regard to the interpretation of the verse: 

“Then Moses and the children of Israel sang this song unto the Lord, 
and said, saying” (Exodus 15:1). Rabbi Akiva holds that the word 
“saying,” which indicates that the people sang after Moses, is referring 
only to the first words of the song, which the people continually 
repeated: “I will sing unto the Lord” (Exodus 15:1). 


And Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, holds that the 
word “saying” is referring to every single word, as they would repeat 
after Moses every word. And Rabbi Nehemya holds that the phrase 
“and they said” (Exodus 15:1) indicates that everyone recited the 
song of the sea together, and the word “saying” means that Moses 
began singing the song first; and then the rest of the people sang the 
beginning after him and they all continued in unison. 
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§ The Sages taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei HaGelili 
taught: At the time that the Jewish people ascended from the 
sea they resolved to sing a song of gratitude to God. And how 
did they recite this song? If a baby was lying on his mother’s 
lap or an infant was nursing from his mother’s breasts, once 
they saw the Divine Presence, the baby straightened his neck 
and the infant dropped the breast from his mouth, and they 
recited: “This is my God and I will glorify Him” (Exodus 15:2). 
As it is stated: “Out of the mouths of babies and sucklings You 
have founded strength” (Psalms 8:3). 


Rabbi Meir would say: From where is it derived that even 
fetuses" in their mother’s womb recited the song at the sea? 
As it is stated: 


“In full assemblies, bless God, the Lord, you that are from the 


source of Israel” (Psalms 68:27), indicating that even children 
that are in the “source,” i.e., their mother’s womb, blessed God 
when they gathered at the sea. 


The Gemara asks: But the fetuses could not see," so how could 
they have honestly said: “This is my God and I will glorify him”? 
Rabbi Tanhum says: Their mother’s stomach was transformed 
for them like luminous crystal [aspaklarya],' and they saw 
through it. 


§ On that same day Rabbi Yehoshua ben Hyrcanus taught 
that Job served the Holy One, Blessed be He, only out of 
love, as it is stated: “Though He will slay me, still I will trust in 
Him [lo}” (Job 13:15). The mishna continues that the word lo 
in the verse is ambiguous as to whether it is indicative of Job 
expressing his yearning for God or his lack thereof. The Gemara 
asks: Let us see whether this word lo is written lamed alef, and 
therefore its meaning is: I will not trust, or whether it is written 
lamed vav, according to which its meaning is: I trust in Him. 
Why is there room for doubt with regard to the meaning of 
the verse? 


The Gemara counters: But is it true that anywhere that the word 

lo is written lamed alef, its meaning is: Not? If that is so, then 
in the verse: “In all their affliction He was [lo afflicted” (Isaiah 
63:9), where the word lo is written lamed alef, so too, does it 
mean: Not, i.e., God was not afflicted in the afflictions of the 
Jewish people? 


And if you would say that indeed that is the meaning of the 
verse, but isn’t it written in the continuation of that same 
verse: “And the angel of His Presence saved them,” which 
clearly indicates that God was concerned with their afflictions? 
Evidently, the word lo in that verse means: “In all their affliction 
He was afflicted.” Rather, is it not clear that lamed alef some- 
times indicates this and sometimes indicates that? Therefore, 
the mishna had to derive the proper meaning of the word from 
another verse. 


It is taught in a baraita (Tosefta 6:1) that Rabbi Meir says: It is 
stated with regard to Job that he was “God-fearing” (Job 
1:1), and it is stated with regard to Abraham that he was “God- 


fearing” (Genesis 22:12)." Just as the description “God-fearing,” 


which is stated with regard to Abraham, is referring to 
Abraham's fearing God out of love, so too, the description 


“God-fearing” that is stated with regard to Job indicates that 


Job feared God out of love. 


— NOTES —HWHW——_. 
Babies... .fetuses — mya... biy: The Maharsha writes that 
it is possible that according to Rabbi Yosei HaGelili the infants 
sang but the fetuses did not, as it is stated in the Midrash that 
in Egypt, Jewish babies were born in the fields and God raised 
them miraculously. Therefore, these infants recognized God at 
the sea and could say: “This is my God and | will glorify Him” 
(Exodus 15:2). In lyyun Ya'akov, however, it is claimed that both 
opinions agree that the fetuses sang, as the Gemara (Nidda 
31b) writes that while in its mother’s womb a fetus is taught 
the entire Torah by an angel, and therefore it is in a position 
to recognize God. 


NOTES 

But the fetuses could not see - ny xb XT: The commentar- 
ies point out that the Gemara is bothered | by the question of 
how the fetuses could see, when it is seemingly secondary 
to the problem of how they could sing. If their singing is not 
a problem, as it was miraculous, why is Gemara troubled by 
their inability to see? The Torat HaKenaot answers that the 
Gemara asks its question only to introduce the description of 
the miracle that allowed them to see. 


With regard to Abraham, he was God-fearing — why KY 
amaa: The fear of God mentioned with regard to Abraham 
is not a reference to his fear of divine retribution, but rather 
to his awe of God's exaltedness, an attribute that derives from 
one’s recognition and intense love of God (see Sefer Tanya; 
Kerem Natua; Hazon Yehezkel). 


LANGUAGE 
of a mirror, or caine examine, which possibly derives 
from Greek. It refers to a transparent item, pane, or optical 
instrument. Sometimes it means a mirror. 


Ancient lens, possibly used as part of a telescope 
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NOTES 


One who performs mitzvot out of love and one 
who performs mitzvot out of fear - nanga nwy 
myn mei: Rashi emphasizes that these two 
categories are not the same as those of a person 
who is righteous out of love and a person who is 
righteous out of fear mentioned above (22b). Here 
the Gemara is discussing individuals who worship 
God out of feelings of love and awe of God Himself, 
while there the Gemara discusses individuals who 
worship God out of love of the reward and fear 
of retribution. In the Jerusalem Talmud there is a 
description of the spiritual benefits of both love 
and fear of God, as both are necessary in certain 
situations. 


HALAKHA 


Greater is the one who performs mitzvot out 
of love - FAJNA AwipA bina: One who worships 
God out of love is one who is involved in Torah and 
mitzvot and follows the path of wisdom, not due to 
desire for worldly benefit or out of fear of retribu- 
tion or the desire to be rewarded. But rather, he 
performs that which is true because it is true, and 
ultimately the reward will come about. This is a very 
lofty level of worship (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, 
Hilkhot Teshuva 10:2). 
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The Gemara asks: And with regard to Abraham himself, from where 
do we derive that he acted out of a sense of love? As it is written: “The 
offspring of Abraham who loved Me” (Isaiah 41:8). 


The Gemara asks: What difference is there between one who per- 
forms mitzvot out of love and one who performs mitzvot out of 
fear?" The Gemara answers: There is that which is taught in a baraita 
that Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says: Greater is the one who per- 
forms mitzvot out of love" than the one who performs mitzvot out 
of fear, as with regard to this one who acts out of fear, his merits 
endure for one thousand generations, and with regard to that one 
who serves God out of love, his merits endure for two thousand 
generations. 


Proof of this assertion is that here it is written: “And showing mercy 
unto thousands of generations of those who love Me and keep My 
commandments” (Exodus 20:5), indicating that merits can last for 
thousands of generations for those who act out of love, and there it 
is written: “Know therefore that the Lord your God, He is God; the 
faithful God, Who keeps the covenant and mercy with those who love 
Him and keep His commandments for a thousand generations” 
(Deuteronomy 7:9). The first verse indicates that those who act out 
of love retain their merits for thousands of generations, whereas 
the second verse, which mentions only one thousand generations 
of merit, is referring to the merits of those who keep God’s mitzvot 
out of fear. 


The Gemara asks: But there also, in the second verse, it is written: 

“The faithful God, Who keeps the covenant and mercy with those 

who love Him and keep His commandments for a thousand gene- 
rations” (Deuteronomy 7:9). Why is the verse interpreted specifically 
with regard to those who worship God out of fear, yet it is written that 
they keep His mitzvot out of love? Both types of people seem to be 

indicated in both verses. 


The Gemara answers: That verse, which mentions one thousand gene- 
rations, is understood as referring to that which is adjacent to it. The 

phrase “for a thousand generations” is understood as referring those 

who perform mitzvot out of fear, as it is written immediately preced- 
ing the phrase “and keep His commandments,” which does not men- 
tion love. And this verse, which mentions thousands of generations, 
is understood as referring to that which is adjacent to it: “Unto 

thousands of generations of those who love Me.’ 


It happened that there were these two students who were sitting 
before Rava, and one said to him: It was read to me in my dream: 
“How abundant is Your goodness, which You have laid up for those 
who fear You” (Psalms 31:20). And one said to Rava: It was read to 
me in my dream: “So shall all those who take refuge in You rejoice; 
they will forever shout for joy, and You will shelter them; let them 
also who love Your name exult in You” (Psalms 5:12). Rava said to 
them: You are both completely righteous Sages. One Sage, the 
second dreamer, serves God out of love, and one Sage, the first 
dreamer, serves God out of fear. Each Sage’s dream corresponded to 
his manner of serving God. 
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The halakhot mentioned in this chapter are primarily derived from interpretations 
of biblical verses. The first halakha mentioned is that just as the bitter water of a sota 
evaluates the fidelity of the sota and causes her death if she was unfaithful to her 
husband, so too, her drinking evaluates the behavior of her alleged paramour; he too 
dies if he was a party to her adultery, even though he does not drink the bitter water. 


Additionally, there was a discussion of the prohibition of the woman to her paramour 
after she secluded herself with him in the wake of her husband's warning. In the same 
way that she is forbidden to her husband unless she proves her fidelity by drinking 
the bitter water, likewise she is forbidden to her paramour. She may not marry him 
even if her husband dies or divorces her without her having been evaluated by the 
bitter water. 


A number of statements concerning ritual impurity were cited as well in this chapter. 
Among them is Rabbi Akiva’s exposition that even non-sacred food can contract a 
third-degree ritual impurity. However, his opinion is not the accepted halakha, even 
though Rabbi Yehoshua praised the opinion. 


The chapter also mentioned Rabbi Akiva’s opinion that the Shabbat limit is two 
thousand cubits by Torah law. Here too, his opinion is not the accepted halakha; all 
halakhic authorities maintain that this limit is by rabbinic law. While some of them 
recognize a wider limit by Torah law, others claim there is no Shabbat limit at all by 
Torah law. 


Summary of 
Perek V 
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Speak to the children of Israel, and say to them: If 
any man’s wife goes astray, and acts unfaithfully 
against him; and a man lie with her carnally, and 
it was hidden from the eyes of her husband, she was 
defiled secretly, and there was no witness against 
her, and she was not taken in the act. 


(Numbers 5:12-13) 


The halakhot of sota described in the fifth chapter of the book of Numbers refer to 
a woman whose husband warned her not to seclude herself with a certain man and 
she subsequently did so, raising the suspicion of her infidelity. This chapter will dis- 
cuss the halakhot that apply to a woman suspected of infidelity, where there is some 
form of corroboration of the suspicion. Generally only the testimony of two valid 
witnesses can be accepted as proof that a woman has committed adultery. However, 
this chapter discusses cases in which a woman had previously been warned, and in 
such cases even corroboration by one disqualified from bearing witness may suffice. 


The discussion here centers on what degree of outside corroboration is sufficient 
to establish the infidelity of a sota. Also discussed is the question of which specific 
suspicions can be corroborated by one disqualified from bearing witness, as well as 
what should be done in the event of conflicting testimony. 


Although some aspects of the issues addressed here were touched upon briefly in 
earlier chapters, they are discussed in this chapter in more detail. 


Introduction to 
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MI S HN In the case of one who warned his wife 

not to seclude herself with a particular man 
and she subsequently secluded herself’ with the man she was 
warned about, even if he heard about it from a flying bird," or 
any other source whatsoever, he must divorce his wife. However, 
he must still grant her the money accorded to her by her marriage 
contract because there is no actual proof of her seclusion with the 
man in question. This is the statement of Rabbi Eliezer, who, as 
quoted in the first mishna of the tractate (2a), holds that there is 
no necessity for witnesses to testify with regard to the seclusion, 
and the woman becomes forbidden to her husband even in the 
absence of witnesses, by the husband’s word alone. 


Rabbi Yehoshua disagrees, as he did in the mishna (2a), and says: 
He does not divorce his wife in the absence of witnesses until the 
gossiping women who sit and spin thread by the light of the 
moon begin to discuss her" behavior, as they share the gossip of 
the town. The Gemara earlier (6b) taught that a woman whose 
infidelity became subject to this public discussion can no longer 
be tested by the bitter water of a sota. Consequently, she must get 
divorced. 


The mishna continues to list various possible testimonies concern- 
ing of such acts of seclusion. If one witness said: I saw that she 
became defiled during her seclusion by engaging in sexual inter- 
course with that other man, she does not drink the bitter water, 
but rather, he divorces her immediately. And furthermore, even 
if the one who testified was a slave or a maidservant," neither of 
whom is generally regarded as a valid witness, they are deemed 
credible to testify to the wife’s adultery even to the extent that 
their testimony disqualifies her from receiving her marriage 
contract" and prevents her from drinking the bitter water. 


The mishna continues by listing women whose testimony is only 
partially accepted concerning this matter: Her mother-in-law, 
and her mother in-law’s daughter," and her rival wife, i.e., a 
second wife of the husband, and her yevama, i.e., her husband's 
brother’s wife, and her husband’s daughter, all of whom are gen- 
erally not deemed credible if they say anything incriminating 
pertaining to this woman due to the tumultuous relationships 
these women often have. They are all deemed credible to testify 
concerning the woman's defilement while in seclusion, but are not 
deemed credible to the extent that their testimony will disqualify 
her from receiving her marriage contract; rather, it is deemed 
credible to the extent that she will not drink of the bitter water of 
a sota. 


HALAKHA 


Until the gossiping women.. .discuss her — Ma WA NEW TY: 

If after warning his wife not to seclude herself with a specific 
man the husband hears people gossiping that she had com- 
mitted adultery with that man, she becomes forbidden to him. 
He must divorce her, although she still receives the money for 
her marriage contract. The Kesef Mishne notes that this is the 
halakha even if there were not two witnesses to her seclusion 

(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 1:8; Shulhan Arukh, Even 
HaEzer 178:11). 


Even a slave or a maidservant — naw yo vay bow: If a 
woman, slave, maidservant, or any heretofore valid witness 
who became disqualified from bearing witness due to hav- 
ing violated a rabbinic prohibition testifies that a woman had 
committed adultery, this testimony is deemed credible so long 
as valid witnesses had previously testified that the wife had 
secluded herself with another man after being warned by her 


husband. In this case, the woman becomes forbidden to her 
husband forever, and she does not drink the bitter water, and 
is divorced without receiving the money stipulated in her mar- 
riage contract (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 1:15; Shulhan 
Arukh, Even HaEzer 178714). 


Her mother-in-law and her mother-in-law’s daughter, etc. - 
agapan ny ANN: Even the five women listed in the mishna 
who are generally assumed to hate each other are nevertheless 
deemed credible to testify that a woman committed adul- 
tery after she was warned by her husband. Their testimony is 
accepted to the degree that the woman is rendered forbidden 
to her husband and does not have the option to drink the 
bitter water. However, the testimony of any of these women is 
not considered credible in order to deprive her of the money 
entitled to her by her marriage contract (Rambam Sefer Nashim, 
Hilkhot Sota 1:15; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 178:15). 


NOTES 


One who warned his wife and she secluded herself — %2 
TD) inwy x»pw: The early commentaries provide two 
primary opposing explanations for this mishna. Rashi and 
Tosafot understand this mishna as referring to a person who 
warned his wife not to seclude herself with a specific man 
and later discovered, by means other than testimony of two 
witnesses, that his wife had subsequently secluded herself 
with that man. These commentaries discuss the particular 
details of the mishna, and whether the mishna requires the 
husband to divorce his wife even though he cannot compel 
her to drink the bitter water of a sota because there are no 
actual witnesses to testify about the seclusion, or whether 
the mishna merely says that the husband has the option to 
divorce her based on the proof that he has. 

However, according to Rabbeinu Hananel (Tosefot 
HaRash) and the Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna, 
his mishna is discussing a case in which there are witnesses 
attesting both to the husband's warning as well as to the 
woman's subsequent seclusion, and afterward the man 
hears, through means other than eyewitness testimony, 
hat the woman actually engaged in sexual intercourse 
with another man. Based on this explanation, the mishna 
rules that the wife cannot drink the bitter water due to 
he outside knowledge that she is in fact guilty. However, 
because there is no valid testimony, the husband cannot 
divorce her without paying her the money stipulated in 
her marriage contract. The Rosh (Tosefot HaRosh) writes 
hat this dispute among the early commentaries as to 
he proper understanding of the mishna seems to mir- 
ror a much earlier dispute found in the Jerusalem Talmud 
between Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish. Rabbi Yohanan 
maintains that the entire chapter is discussing a woman 
after she has secluded herself, whereas Reish Lakish holds 
that the mishna is referring to testimony with regard to her 
seclusion itself. 


Even if he heard from a flying bird - nian qiya yaw door: 
This refers to a rumor that has spread about the woman, the 
source of which cannot be verified. Consequently, there is 
no way to determine whether or not it is true (Jerusalem 
Talmud; Rashbam). Rashi explains that this case is refer- 
ring to a situation where there is testimony of a slave or a 
maidservant, both of whom are disqualified from bearing 
witness. Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna explains 
this statement literally, that even if a bird chirps in a certain 
way that convinces the husband that his wife was unfaithful, 
it is sufficient grounds for him to divorce her (see Meiri). 


Even to the extent that their testimony disqualifies her 
from receiving her marriage contract - abpish aX 
ADDN: In the Jerusalem Talmud, a dispute between 
Rabbi Akiva and Rabbi Tarfon is cited over the question 
of whether testimony from a single witness testifying to a 
wife's infidelity is sufficient to cause her to lose the rights 
to her marriage contract. Rabbi Akiva states, in accordance 
with the mishna here, that it is sufficient, while Rabbi Tarfon 
disagrees and says that even though a single witness is 
sufficient to forbid a sota to her husband, it is not sufficient 
to cause her to forfeit the money of her marriage contract. 
The conclusion offered in the Jerusalem Talmud is that Rabbi 
Akiva changed his mind and later accepted Rabbi Tarfon’s 
opinion. 


Her mother-in-law and her mother-in-law’s daughter, 
etc. — 11 anian NI Anan: The mishna in tractate Yevamot 
(117a) states that these five women are not allowed to testify 
concerning this woman, because it is suspected that they 
may hate her and have ill intentions toward her that will 
lead them to lie if it will be to her detriment. The Gemara 
there provides reasons why each one of these women 
would hate her, perhaps due to competitiveness or feelings 
that she is causing the family to lose money. 
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This ruling allowing one witness’s testimony with regard to defilement 
needs to be stated, as, by right, it should not have been deemed cred- 
ible based on the following a fortiori inference: And just as if with 
regard to the first testimony concerning seclusion, which does not 
forbid her with an irrevocable prohibition, as the woman can be 
found innocent permitting her again to her husband by drinking the 
bitter water, is not established with fewer than two witnesses, since 
according to the mishna the testimony of seclusion requires two wit- 
nesses, then with regard to the final testimony concerning defilement, 
which forbids her to her husband with an irrevocable prohibition, is 
it not logical that it should also not be established with fewer than 
two witnesses? 


Therefore, to counter this derivation, the verse states: “And there be 
no witness against her” (Numbers 5:13), teaching that any testimony 
with regard to defilement that there is against her is sufficient, and 
two witnesses are not required. 


The Gemara asks: And from now that it is established that one witness 
suffices to testify with regard to defilement, an a fortiori inference 
can be made with regard to the first testimony of seclusion: And 
just as if 


concerning the final testimony of defilement, which forbids her with 
an irrevocable prohibition, yet it is established by one witness, then 
with regard to the first testimony, which does not forbid her with an 
irrevocable prohibition, is it not logical that it should be established 
with only one witness? 


Therefore, to counter this derivation, the verse states: “When a man 
takes a wife, and marries her, and it comes to pass, if she finds no favor 
in his eyes, because he has found some unseemly matter [davar] in 
her” (Deuteronomy 24:1), and there, in the laws concerning monetary 
matters, it states: “At the mouth of two witnesses, or at the mouth of 
three witnesses, shall a matter [davar] be established” (Deuteronomy 
19:15), teaching that just as the “matter” stated there is established 


“at the mouth of two witnesses,” so too, here the “matter” of her 


seclusion must be established “at the mouth of two witnesses.” 


The mishna discusses the halakha in a case where two single witnesses 

contradict each other concerning her defilement. If one witness says: 
She was defiled, and another witness says: She was not defiled, or 
similarly in the case of those normally disqualified from bearing wit- 
ness, if one woman says: She was defiled, and another woman says: 
She was not defiled, she would drink the bitter water ofa sota, due to 

the uncertainty engendered by the contradictory testimonies. 


Similarly, if one witness says: She was defiled, and two witnesses say: 
She was not defiled, she would drink the bitter water. However, if two 
would say: She was defiled, and one says: She was not defiled, the 
testimony of the two witnesses is accepted and she would not drink 
the bitter water, and the husband must divorce her. 


G E M ARA The Gemara questions why the mishna proves 


the need for two witnesses to testify about the 
seclusion based upon the verbal analogy of “matter” and “matter,” if 
there is an explicit source in the Torah stating that two witnesses are 
required. This reason is given by the mishna: The verse states: “When 
a man takes a wife, and marries her, and it comes to pass, if she finds 
no favor in his eyes, because he has found some unseemly matter 
[davar] in her” (Deuteronomy 24:1), which through a verbal analogy 
based on the word “davar” teaches the need for two witnesses, seems 
to be superfluous. 
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As, the mishna should have said in its place: The verse states: “She 

was defiled secretly and there was no witness [ed] against her [bah]” 
(Numbers 5:13), which is explained to mean there were not two wit- 
nesses, but only one, who testified concerning her defilement. One can 

infer from the term “bah,” which could also be understood as: With 

regard to it, that in this matter of defilement one witness suffices, but 

not with regard to the warning. Additionally, one can infer: With 

regard to it, but not with regard to the seclusion. Therefore, there must 
be two witnesses to testify about both the warning and seclusion. 


The Gemara answers: That is also what the tanna of the mishna is say- 
ing. The source for the halakha that there is a requirement for two 
witnesses to testify about the seclusion is that the verse states: With 
regard to it, that in this matter of defilement one witness suffices, but 
not with regard to the warning. With regard to it, but not with regard 
to the seclusion. 


The Gemara continues to explain the mishna: And concerning an ordi- 
nary accusation of defilement without a previous warning and with- 
out an act of seclusion with another man, from where do we derive 

that a single witness is not deemed credible? It is for this halakha that 
the mishna cites the verbal analogy: It is stated here: “Because he has 

found some unseemly matter [davar] in her” (Deuteronomy 24:1), 
and it is stated there concerning monetary matters: “At the mouth of 
two witnesses, or at the mouth of three witnesses, shall a matter [davar ] 

be established” (Deuteronomy 19:15). Just as the “matter” stated there 

with regard to monetary matters is clarified specifically by the testimony 
of two witnesses, so too, here with regard to adultery the “matter” of 
her defilement must be established by the testimony of at least two 

witnesses. 


§ The mishna taught: If one witness says: She was defiled, and another 
witness says: She was not defiled, she drinks the bitter water of a sota. 
The Gemara infers from this statement in the mishna that the reason 
the woman would drink the bitter water in this case is specifically 
because the second witness refutes his testimony, but if a second wit- 
ness did not refute his testimony, then a single witness would be 
relied upon in this case and the woman would be forbidden to her 
husband forever. 


From where are these matters derived? As the Sages taught in refer- 
ence to the verse describing the circumstances in which a woman 
defiled through an act of adultery becomes prohibited to her husband, 
which states: “And a man lie with her carnally...and there be no witness 
[ed] against her” (Numbers 5:13); the verse is speaking ofa lack of two 
witnesses. When the verse refers to the lack of an ed, written in the 
singular, it actually indicates that there are not two witnesses against her, 
but only one, as the baraita will now explain. 


The baraita continues and asks: Do you say that the verse refers only to 
a case where there was not even one witness to the act of sexual inter- 
course, as the singular usage of the word ed would seem to indicate? The 
baraita now proves that the singular usage notwithstanding, elsewhere 
the word ed is used to indicate two witnesses, as the verse states: “One 
witness [ed] shall not rise up against a man for any iniquity or any sin 
that he sins; at the mouth of two witnesses, or at the mouth of three 
witnesses, shall a matter be established” (Deuteronomy 19:15). 


The baraita infers a general principle from this verse by asking: By infer- 
ence from that which is stated in the verse, even with the omission of 
the word “one”: “A witness shall not rise up against a man” (Deuter- 
onomy 19:15), do I not know that it is referring to one witness, as the 

verse is written in the singular form? What is the meaning when the 

verse states explicitly: “One witness,” being that it is obviously referring 

to only one witness? The baraita answers: This established a paradigm 

for the principle that every place where the word “witness [ed]” is 

stated in the Torah without specifying a number, there are two wit- 
nesses here, until the verse specifies that it is referring to only one 

witness, by writing the word “one.” 
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NOTES 


Wherever the Torah relies on one witness — 72aKTW pipabp 
any Ty mjia: There is a dispute between the commentaries, 
cited in the Nimmukei Yosef, as to how far this principle should 
be taken. One opinion maintains that this principle is a general 
halakha that is applicable in all situations where the testimony 
of one witness is relied upon, which would include situations 
where the testimony of one witness is accepted with regard 
to matters of prohibitions. Others, however, maintain that this 
principle applies only to situations in which there is a cor- 
responding biblical source that a single witness is accepted, 
as is the case when one witness testifies to the defilement 
of the sota and the explicit source indicates that one witness 
in that case should be accepted as two. With regard to the 
reliance on one witness in matters of prohibitions, however, 
since there is no explicit source, the witness is not accepted 
with the weight of two witnesses and may be contradicted by 
an opposing witness. 


A conclusive refutation of the opinion of Rabbi Hiyya - 
K» DTT MAYA: Rashi explains that although it would be 
possible to explain that the middle case in the mishna is deal- 
ing with a situation where the witnesses came to testify one 
after another, the Gemara does not understand the case in 
this manner, as the language of the mishna seems to clearly 
indicate that all of the witnesses testified simultaneously. 


HALAKHA 


Wherever the Torah relies on one witness — 72aKnw pipabs 
any TY mjin: If one valid witness testifies that a woman com- 
mitted adultery, she does not drink the bitter water of a sota. 
Even if a second witness testifies and refutes the first witness's 
testimony, his refutation is not accepted because in the case of 
a sota, the testimony of a single witness is considered equiva- 
lent to that of two witnesses in other matters. Consequently, 
the second witness cannot nullify the testimony of the first, 
who is treated like two witnesses. However, if two contradic- 
tory witnesses come at the same time, one testifying that 
she committed adultery and the other testifying that she did 
not, then she drinks the bitter water (Rambam Sefer Nashim, 
Hilkhot Sota 1:16-17). 


BACKGROUND 


Conclusive refutation [teyuvta] - XA: An amoraic state- 
ment can be refuted on the basis of a tannaitic source that 
contradicts the statement of the amora. This word, teyuvta, 
is one of several terms based on the same Aramaic root. For 
example, where one amora raises an objection to the opinion 
of another amora by citing a tannaitic source, the expres- 
sion used is meitivei, meaning Rabbi X raised an objection to 
Rabbi Y's opinion. Where an amora raises an objection to an 
unattributed amoraic opinion by citing a tannaitic source, the 
expression employed is mativ, i.e., Rabbi X raised an objection. 
In the case cited above, where the Gemara itself raises the 
objection by citing a tannaitic source, the expression used 
is meitivi. When there is no response to the objection, it is 
deemed a conclusive refutation and the term teyuvta is used. 
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The baraita returns to discuss the verse concerning a sota. And 
the Merciful One states: “There was no witness [ed] against 
her,” which therefore means that: There are not two witnesses 
to the sexual intercourse that could testify with regard to her, 
rather there is only one witness. The baraita completes its inter- 
pretation: Further in the verse it states: “And she was not taken 
in the act” (Numbers 5:13), indicating that the verse is referring 
to a case in which it is known that the woman had not been 
raped. This knowledge is based on the testimony of only one 
witness, as the verse had already stated that there were not two 
witnesses, and since one witness saw her willingly engage in 
sexual intercourse with another man, she is forbidden to her 
husband. 


The Gemara asks: But since the baraita taught that by Torah 
law one witness is deemed credible to state that the woman is 
defiled, how can the other witness who denies the wife’s infidel- 
ity refute him with his conflicting testimony and enable the 
woman to drink the bitter water instead of becoming forbidden 
outright to her husband? But doesn’t Ulla say: Wherever the 
Torah relies on one witness," there is the equivalent of the 
testimony of two witnesses here. Consequently, the testimony 
of the contradicting witness should be insignificant, as the 
statement of one witness has no standing in a place where 
it is contradicted by two witnesses, for the witness testifying 
about her infidelity is deemed credible as if two witnesses had 
testified. 


Rather, Ulla said: Teach the mishna in the following way: If 
one witness says: She was defiled, and another witness says: She 
was not defiled, she would not drink the bitter water. And 
likewise, Rabbi Yitzhak said: She would not drink. But Rabbi 
Hiyya says in line with the standard text of the mishna: She 
would drink the bitter water even in the case of a contradiction 
between two single witnesses with regard to her infidelity. 


The Gemara asks: But for Rabbi Hiyya, how will he respond to 
the same difficulty due to the teaching of Ulla, who explained 
that when a single witness is deemed credible he is considered 
as two and cannot be contradicted by a single witness to the 
contrary? The Gemara answers: This is not difficult: Here, the 
mishna is discussing a case where both witnesses arrived in court 
and testified simultaneously, thereby canceling each other out. 
But there, Ulla’s principle, that whenever a single witness's tes- 
timony is accepted it is considered as two and cannot be contra- 
dicted by a single witness testifying to the contrary, is referring 
to a case in which the two conflicting witnesses came to court 
and testified one after the other. 


But we learned in the mishna above that if one witness says: 
She was defiled, and two say: She was not defiled, she would 
drink the bitter water. The Gemara deduces from here: The 
implications of this statement are that the woman drinks only 
because the testimony of the incriminating witness was contra- 
dicted by two witnesses, but if there was one witness saying she 
was defiled and only one witness saying the opposite, she would 
not drink; this is a conclusive refutation® of the opinion of 
Rabbi Hiyya." 


The Gemara answers: Rabbi Hiyya could have said to you: And 
according to your reasoning that she would not drink, say 
the latter clause of the mishna, which states: If two witnesses 
say: She was defiled, and one says: She was not defiled, the 
testimony of the two witnesses is accepted and she would not 
drink the bitter water. But you should deduce from here that if 
there was one witness testifying to her defilement and one 
witness stating the opposite, she would drink the bitter water. 
This inference is in line with Rabbi Hiyya’s explanation, and 
contradicts the inference from the previous clause. 
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The Gemara explains: Rather, the correct understanding is that 
the entire mishna is not dealing with valid witnesses, and stating 
an obvious halakha in order to enable an inference, but with people 
who are disqualified from giving testimony, and is teaching us a 
novel ruling. And the mishna is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Nehemya. As it is taught in a baraita (Tosefta Yevamot 14:1) 
that Rabbi Nehemya says: Wherever the Torah relies on one 
witness, follow the majority of opinions. In other words, if the 
testimonies of two disqualified witnesses conflict, the court rules 
in accordance with the version supported by more witnesses, 
whether or not they are qualified to testify. And the Sages estab- 
lished that the testimony of two women, who are usually disquali- 
fied from testifying, when they testify in opposition to one man, 
should be like that of two men against one man, and the court 
will rule in accordance with the testimony of the two women. 


And some say that Rabbi Nehemya actually stated something 
different: And there are those who say a different version of Rabbi 
Nehemya’s approach: Anywhere that one valid witness came 
initially," even one hundred women who later contradict him are 
considered like one witness, and do not override his testimony. 


And with what are we dealing here in the mishna? A case where 
a woman, who is generally disqualified from bearing witness, came 
initially," and testified that the woman committed adultery, and 
two witnesses say that she did not. 


And according to this interpretation you must amend the state- 
ment of Rabbi Nehemya so that it reads like this: Rabbi Nehemya 
says: Wherever the Torah relies on one witness, follow the 
majority of opinions. And the Sages established that two women 
against one woman are like two men against one man. But two 
women in opposition to one man that is a valid witness, is like 
half of a pair of witnesses and a half of a pair of witnesses, and the 
mishna did not address that case. 


The Gemara poses a question on these two interpretations of the 
mishna: And why do I need two cases in the mishna to teach the 
halakha that the majority opinion of those disqualified from 
bearing witness is followed? The Gemara explains: It is necessary, 
lest you say that when we follow the majority opinion in the case 
of invalid witnesses, this is to be stringent to force the woman to 
drink the bitter water, e.g., if one witness said that she committed 
adultery and two said that she did not, but to be lenient’ and 
absolve her from having to drink the water we do not follow the 
majority opinion, and she would still drink the water even if there 
is one witness saying that she did not commit adultery, therefore 
the mishna teaches us that there is no difference in this regard, and 
the majority opinion is followed in any case. 


HALAKHA 


Anywhere that one valid witness came initially — x273 
NPY WI INK TY KINT: If one valid witness testifies that 
he woman committed adultery, and simultaneously sev- 
eral women or other individuals who are disqualified from 
bearing witness testify that the woman did not commit 
adultery, the matter is viewed as uncertain and the woman 
drinks the bitter water. This ruling, which appears second in 
he Gemara, is cited using the phrase: Some say. 

If, however, all of the testimony is provided by those 
disqualified from bearing witness, then the majority is fol- 
owed. For example, if two women say that she committed 
adultery and three say that she did not, she drinks the water. 
f three say that she did not and four say that she did, she 
does not drink it. If there were equal numbers of invalid wit- 
nesses on both sides, then she drinks due to the uncertainty. 
This follows the Gemara’s conclusion that with regard to 
testimonies from invalid witnesses, the ruling follows the 
majority regardless if it is stringent or lenient (Rambam Sefer 
Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 1:18; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 17:40). 


NOTES 

Where a woman came initially — KIPYA TOY NINT: 
The Gemara does not explicitly rule in an instance where a 
woman or any other invalid witness testified and afterward 
a single valid witness refuted her testimony. Consequently, 
the halakha in that case is a matter of dispute. According to 
the Rambam and Rashi, the testimony of a single valid wit- 
ness, and likewise any number of invalid witnesses, are all 
considered to be equal. However, according to the Ra’avad 
a single valid witness is deemed credible only if the valid 
witness testifies initially, before others arrive. 


To be stringent...but to be lenient - Kp... KAND: 
Rashi explains that the lenient ruling refers to a case where 
the majority claims that she committed adultery, and as 
their testimony is accepted, she does not drink the bitter 
water. A stringent ruling refers to a case where the majority 
claims she did not commit adultery. Consequently, she is 
obligated to drink the bitter water. Others question this 
application of the terms lenient and stringent. Therefore, 
they explain the terms conversely (Keren Ora). Others 
maintain that concerning these matters, there is no actual 
leniency or stringency in any particular instance, but that 
every hypothetical scenario has a lenient aspect and a 
stringent aspect, whether the ruling is that she drinks or 
that she does not drink. The Sages therefore teach that 
they accept the majority testimony on either side in each 
case (Torat HaKenaot). 
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This chapter discussed the different types of testimony that are required in order to 
question a woman's fidelity and establish her status as a sota. In order to establish a 
woman as a sota of uncertain fidelity there is a requirement that either the warning, 
the act of seclusion, or both be corroborated through the testimony of two valid 
witnesses, as discussed in the first chapter of the tractate. Nevertheless, after it is 
determined that the woman is a sota, even lesser forms of corroboration are sufficient 
to impact the halakhot of the woman. 


In order to put the woman to death two witnesses are necessary. To disqualify the 
woman from drinking the bitter water of a sota, however, one witness is sufficient. 
Even one generally disqualified from bearing witness can testify in this regard, and 
even the testimony of the five women normally suspected of hating this woman is 
accepted. Additionally, even an unsubstantiated public rumor that has become the 
widespread gossip of the city, e.g., after being discussed by the women who spin 
thread by the light of the moon, is sufficient to prohibit the woman from drinking 
the bitter water. 


Although all these lesser forms of corroboration are sufficient to prevent the woman 
from drinking the bitter water, there are differences between them as to the degree 
of their acceptability. For instance, if the corroboration was based only on a public 
rumor or the testimony of one of the women who is known to hate the sota, then the 
sota will still receive payment of her marriage contract. However, if the corroboration 
is based on the testimony of a single witness, even if it is someone who is generally 
disqualified from testifying such as a woman or a slave, then the testimony is suf- 
ficient to cause the woman to lose her rights to the marriage contract. 


These halakhot apply in situations where there is no testimony available to contra- 
dict the testimony concerning the woman's guilt. However, if others testify that the 
woman did not commit adultery, it is not always considered valid. In the event that 
one valid witness testified to her infidelity and his testimony was accepted initially, 
but it was later contradicted by another, then so long as only one individual contra- 
dicts the initial witness the woman remains disqualified from drinking. However, if 
there are two witnesses contradicting the testimony concerning her guilt then the 
individual witness's testimony is not accepted. If, however, all the witnesses testify at 
the same time, then the witness to her guilt is not accepted and the woman can drink 
the bitter water. If, however, all the witnesses are those who are usually disqualified 
from giving testimony, then the majority of witnesses are followed, either concerning 
guilt in order to prevent her from drinking, or concerning her innocence in order to 
allow her to drink. 
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And it shall come to pass, when the Lord your God shall bring you into the land 
where you go to possess it, that you shall give the blessing on Mount Gerizim 
and the curse on Mount Ebal. Are they not beyond the Jordan, behind the 
way of the coming of the sun, in the land of the Canaanites that dwell in the 
Arabah, over against Gilgal, beside the oaks of Moreh? 


Deuteronomy 11:29-30) 
y 


Then his brother's wife shall draw near him in the presence of the Elders, and 
remove his shoe from off his foot, and spit in his face; and she shall speak and 
say: So shall be done to the man that does not build up his brother's house. 


(Deuteronomy 25:9) 


And you shall speak and say before the Lord your God: A wandering Aramean 
was my father, and he went down into Egypt, and sojourned there, few in 
number; and he became there a nation, great, mighty, and populous. 


(Deuteronomy 26:5) 


These shall stand on Mount Gerizim to bless the people, when you are passed 
over the Jordan: Simeon, and Levi, and Judah, and Issachar, and Joseph, and 
Benjamin; and these shall stand on Mount Ebal for the curse: Reuben, Gad, 
and Asher, and Zebulun, Dan, and Naphtali. And the Levites shall speak 
and say to all the men of Israel with a loud voice: Cursed is the man who 
makes a graven or molten image, an abomination unto the Lord, the work of 
the hands of the craftsman, and sets it up in secret. And all the people shall 
answer and say: Amen. 

(Deuteronomy 27:12-15) 


And Moses commanded them, saying: At the end of every seven years, in the 
Festival of the Sabbatical Year, in the festival of Sukkot, when all Israel comes 
to appear before the Lord your God in the place that He shall choose, you shall 
read this Torah before all Israel in their hearing. Assemble the people, the men 
and the women and the little ones, and your stranger that is within your gates, 
so that they may hear, and so that they may learn, and fear the Lord your God, 
and observe to perform all the words of this law. 

(Deuteronomy 31:10-12) 


This chapter, as well as the following chapters, lists a series of halakhot that are 
tangentially related to the halakhot of a sota. The chapter begins discussing whether 
various recitations mentioned in the Torah, including the warning and the oath 
administered by the priest to a sota, must be recited in Hebrew, or whether they 
may be recited in any language. Subsequently, the chapter discusses in detail several 
mitzvot that appear in the list of recitations that must be said in Hebrew. Despite the 
lack of an inherent connection between these issues and the tractate, tractate Sota 
became the primary source for their halakhot, since there is no tractate devoted to 
explaining these issues. 


One such topic is the mitzvot that were incumbent upon the generation that entered 
Eretz Yisrael during the time of Joshua, such as setting up stones and writing the 
Torah upon them, and delivering the blessings and the curses on Mount Gerizim 
and Mount Ebal. As these halakhot pertain only to that generation, the discussion 
has no practical ramifications. However, the Gemara examines these halakhot as it 
analyzes all aspects of the Torah. 


The chapter also discusses the Priestly Benediction extensively, describing the man- 
ner in which it is recited in the Temple and in synagogues. 


Another topic considered in this chapter is the mitzva of assembly, where the king 
reads the Torah before the nation. The chapter discusses who reads from the Torah, 
what portions are read, and how the event takes place in practice. 
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MI S H N These are recited" in any language," not 

specifically Hebrew: The portion of the 
warning and the oath administered by the priest to a woman sus- 
pected by her husband of having been unfaithful [sota];" and 
the declaration of tithes,"® which occurs after the third and the 
sixth years of the seven-year Sabbatical cycle, when one declares 
that he has given his tithes appropriately; Shema;" and the Amida 
prayer;" and Grace after Meals;" and an oath of testimony," 
where one takes an oath that he does not have any testimony to 
provide on a given issue; and an oath on a deposit," where one 
takes an oath that he does not have possession of another’s deposit. 


And these are recited only in the sacred tongue, Hebrew: The 
recitation of the verses that one recounts when bringing the 
first fruits"® to the Temple; and the recitations which form an 
element of the ritual through which a yavam frees a yevama 
of her levirate bonds [halitza];* the blessings and curses that 
were spoken on Mount Gerizim and Mount Ebal; the Priestly 
Benediction;" and the blessing on the Torah recited by the High 
Priest on Yom Kippur; and the portion of the Torah read by the 
king" at the assembly on Sukkot at the conclusion of the Sabbatical 
Year; and the portion recited during the ritual of a heifer whose 
neck is broken," when a person is found killed in an area that is 
between two cities, and the murderer is unknown; and the speech 
ofa priest who is anointed for war" when he addresses the nation 


before going out to battle. 


HALAKHA 


The portion of sota can be recited in any language - n3 
jwhdoa mip: The priest speaks to the woman in a language she 
understands, explaining that she is in her current situation due 
to her husband's warning and her seclusion with another man. 
He says to her in her own language: If a man did not sleep with 
you, etc. (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:7). 


The declaration of tithes — wy 971: The declaration of tithes 
may be recited in any language (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aser Sheni 11:5). 


Shema - yng np: One may recite Shema in any language, and 
just as one must be careful to pronounce the words accurately 
in Hebrew, so too, one must be careful to recite it precisely 
in another language. The Mishna Berura notes that while it is 
permitted to recite Shema in any language, the preferable way 
to fulfill the mitzva is to recite it in Hebrew, even if one does 
not understand the words (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Keriat 
Shema 2:10; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 62:2). 


Amida prayer - aya: If one is praying in a quorum of ten men, 
one may pray in any language that he desires. Otherwise, one 
must pray in Hebrew (Rif). Some say this is only the case when 
one is praying for his personal needs, but a fixed communal 
prayer may be recited in any language (Rabbeinu Yona). Others 
hold that even when praying for one’s own needs one may 


pray in any language other than Aramaic, according to the sub- 


sequent Gemara (Rosh). Even a fixed communal prayer should 
preferably be recited in Hebrew. The Mishna Berura rules that a 
communal prayer should not be recited in another language on 
a regular basis (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 101:4). 


Grace after Meals — jinan n373: One may recite the Grace 
after Meals in any language. The Mishna Berura rules that it is 
preferable to recite it in Hebrew (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Berakhot 1:6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 185:1). 


An oath of testimony — nyy nyiaw: Witnesses are not liable 
to bring a sin-offering for falsely taking an oath of testimony 


unless the oath was administered to them in a language they 
understand (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Shevuot 9:12). 


An oath ona deposit - jitan nyaa: One is not liable to bring 
a sin-offering for falsely taking an oath ona deposit unless the 
oath was administered to him in a language he understands 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Shevuot 7:7). 


The recitation of the verses of the first fruits — DYDI KIP: 
The recitation over the first fruits must be performed in Hebrew, 
exactly as it is written in the Torah (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot 
Bikkurim 3:10). 


Halitza - an: Everything that the yavam and the yevama 
are required to recite during the halitza ritual must be recited 
in Hebrew (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum 4:8; Shulhan 
Arukh, Even HaEzer 169:29 and Seder Halitza 48). 


The Priestly Benediction - wy n273: The Priestly Benediction 
may be recited only in Hebrew (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Tefilla 14:11; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 128114). 


The portion read by the king - qan nwy: When the king 
reads from the Torah during the assembly he must recite the 
blessings and the verses in Hebrew (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Hagiga 3:5). 


The portion of a heifer whose neck is broken — aay mw 
many: After the neck of the calf is broken, the elders of the 
city recite: “Our hands did not spill this blood, neither have 
our eyes seen it” (Deuteronomy 21:7), and the priests say: “For- 
give, O Lord, your people, Israel” (Deuteronomy 21:8). All of 
this must be recited in Hebrew (Rambam Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot 
Rotze‘ah 9:3). 


A priest who is anointed for war — nana nwn: A priest who 
is anointed for war stands on a high surface and calls out to the 
soldiers: Hear, O Israel, etc. The entire portion must be recited in 
Hebrew (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Melakhim 7:3). 


NOTES 


These are recited — Vas +x: Tosafot ask why the tanna 
lists only some of the examples that fall under this category 
while leaving out other examples. They answer in accor- 
dance with their version of the mishna, that the mishna’s 
statement is: These are recited in their own language, and 
explain that this refers specifically to those recitations that 
must be in a language the person reciting understands. 
This excludes other recitations that may be recited in any 
language, but not because of an imperative to understand 
the text. 


In any language - wy boa: This is the version of Rashi. 
Tosafot, however, as well as the Jerusalem Talmud, have 
a different version of the text, which states: In their own 
language. Tosafot write that Rashi’s version indicates that 
it does not matter what language is used, whereas the 
version that states: In their own language, implies that it 
must be a language that is understood by the one speak- 
ing it. However, Rashi apparently agrees that it must be a 
language that one understands; he simply holds that the 
novel element of this halakha is that there is no require- 
ment that these statements be recited in Hebrew (see 
Keren Ora). 


BACKGROUND 


The declaration of tithes — wya 97": This declaration is 
stated on the last day of Passover of the fourth and seventh 
years of the Sabbatical cycle. It states that one’s obliga- 
tions with regard to teruma and the tithing of his produce 
were properly fulfilled. The text of this declaration is in 
Deuteronomy (26:13-15). During the Second Temple period, 
Yohanan the High Priest discontinued the practice of recit- 
ing this declaration due to a concern that since agricultural 
halakhot were not being properly observed, many of those 
making the declaration would not be speaking the truth. 


First fruits - oa°a: The first fruits of a new harvest are 
given to the priests (see Deuteronomy 26:1-11). During the 
period of the Temple, a farmer would select the first of the 
seven types of fruit with which Eretz Yisrael is favored (see 
Deuteronomy 8:8). He would bring them to the Temple in 
a basket, place them before the altar, and recite prayers of 
thanks to God. Afterward, the fruit was given to the priests 
and eaten under the same restrictions governing teruma. 
First fruits were brought to the Temple between the festi- 
vals of Shavuot and Sukkot. If they were not brought during 
that period, an extension was granted until Hanukkah. An 
entire tractate of the Mishna, Bikkurim, is devoted to the 
details of this mitzva. 


Halitza - ayn: Halitza is the ceremony whereby a yevama, 
the widow of a man who died without children, is freed 
from the obligation to marry one of her deceased hus- 
band’s brothers, referred to as a yavam, and is consequently 
allowed to remarry (see Deuteronomy 25:7-10). The term 
halitza is derived from the central element of this ceremony, 
which involves the removal by the yevama of a special 
sandal from the foot of the yavam. Halitza must be per- 
formed before a rabbinical court. The halakhot governing 
this ceremony are discussed in detail in tractate Yevamot. 
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How is it derived that the recitation when bringing the first fruits 
is recited specifically in Hebrew? When the Torah discusses this 
mitzva it states: “And you shall speak and say before the Lord your 
God” (Deuteronomy 26:5), and below, in the discussion of the 
blessings and curses, it states: “And the Levites shall speak and 
say” (Deuteronomy 27:14). Just as there, the Levites speak in the 
sacred tongue, so too here, the recitation is in the sacred tongue. 


How is it derived that the recitation at a halitza ceremony must be 
in Hebrew? The verse in the Torah portion discussing halitza states: 

“And she shall speak and say” (Deuteronomy 25:9), and below 
it states: “And the Levites shall speak and say” (Deuteronomy 
27:14). Just as there, the Levites speak in the sacred tongue, so too 
here, the recitation is in the sacred tongue. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: This can be derived from a different word in 
the verse: “And she shall speak and say: So shall it be done to the 
man that does not build up his brother’s house” (Deuteronomy 
25:9). The word “so” indicates that her statement is ineffective unless 
she says it in these exact words. 


How did the ceremony of the blessings and curses take place? 
When the Jewish people crossed the Jordan River they came to 
Mount Gerizim and Mount Ebal, which are in Samaria along- 
side the city of Shechem, which is near the oaks of Moreh, as it 
is stated: “Are they not beyond the Jordan, behind the way of 
the going down of the sun, in the land of the Canaanites that 
dwell in the Arabah, over against Gilgal, beside the oaks of Moreh?” 
(Deuteronomy 11:30), and there it states: “And Abram passed 
through the land until the place of Shechem, until the oaks of 
Moreh” (Genesis 12:6). Just as the oaks of Moreh mentioned there 
with regard to Abraham are close to Shechem, so too, the oaks of 
Moreh mentioned here are close to Shechem. 


Six tribes ascended to the top of Mount Gerizim and six tribes 
ascended to the top of Mount Ebal, and the priests and the 
Levites and the Ark were standing at the bottom in the middle, 
between the two mountains. The priests were surrounding the Ark 
and the Levites were surrounding the priests, and all the rest of 
the Jewish people were standing on the mountains on this side and 
on that side, as it is stated: “And all Israel, and their elders and 
officers, and their judges, stood on this side of the Ark and on 
that side before the priests the Levites that bore the Ark of the 
Covenant of the Lord” (Joshua 8:33). 


The Levites then turned to face Mount Gerizim and opened with 
the blessing: Blessed be the man who does not make a graven or 
molten image (see Deuteronomy 27:15), and these people and 
those people, i.e., the two groups standing on either mountain, 
answered: Amen. Then they turned to face Mount Ebal and 
opened with the curse: “Cursed be the man who makes a graven 
or molten image” (Deuteronomy 27:15), and these people and 
those people answered: Amen. They continued in this manner 
until they completed reciting all of the blessings and curses. 


And afterward they brought the stones as commanded in the 
Torah, and they built the altar and plastered it with plaster, and 
they wrote on it all of the words of the Torah" in seventy 
languages, as it is stated: “And you shall write on the stones all 
the words of this law clearly elucidated” (Deuteronomy 27:8), 
indicating that it was to be written in every language. And they then 
took the stones from there and came 


All of the words of the Torah - minn 7137 bs ny: According 
to the Ramban and Rabbeinu Bahyei, this is to be taken literally; 
the entire Torah was written on these stones. In Tiferet Yisrael it is 
explained that for that to be the case, a miracle must have taken 
place, as otherwise it would impossible to write out the entire 


NOTES 


Torah on stones and in such a short period of time. Rav Se’adya 
Gaon is quoted in the Meiri and in Tosefot Yom Tov as explain- 
ing that they did not write out the entire Torah, but rather they 
wrote a list of the mitzvot, similar to the various lists of mitzvot 
composed by the sages of his time. 
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to Gilgal and slept in their lodging place. 


P E M ARA From where do we derive that the portion 


of the warning and the oath administered 
by the priest to a sota can be recited in any language?" As it is 
written: “And the priest shall say to the woman” (Numbers 5:21), 
which indicates: In any language that he speaks. 


The Sages taught (Tosefta 2:1): The priest informs the sota in any 
language that she can hear and understand for what reason she 
must drink the bitter water of a sota, and from what vessel she will 
drink, on account of what actions she is considered to be defiled 
and in what way she defiled herself. 


For what reason must she drink the bitter water? She must drink it 
on account of the matter of the warning given to her by her hus- 
band, and her subsequent seclusion. And from what vessel does 
she drink? She drinks from a mekeida, a simple vessel, of clay. 


On account of what actions is she considered to be defiled? It is on 
account of matters of levity and immaturity. And in what way did 
she defile herself? The priest must explain to her that there is a 
difference between whether she acted unwittingly or intentionally, 
and whether she acted due to circumstances beyond her control, 
or whether she acted willingly. And why does all of this need to 
be explained to her? In order not to cast aspersions on the bitter 
water of a sota, as, if she committed adultery unwittingly or due to 
circumstances beyond her control, the water will not affect her. 


From where do we derive that the declaration of tithes’ may be 
recited in any language? As it is written: “Then you shall say before 
the Lord your God: I have put away the hallowed things out of 
my house” (Deuteronomy 26:13). And derive a verbal analogy from 
the saying mentioned in this verse, and the saying mentioned in the 
verse with regard to a sota (Numbers 5:21), that one is permitted to 
recite the declaration of tithes in any language that he speaks. 


Rav Zevid said to Abaye: But let us derive a verbal analogy from 
the saying mentioned in the verse: “And the Levites shall speak and 
say” (Deuteronomy 27:14). Just as there, the Levites recited the 
blessings and curses in the sacred tongue, so too here, one must 
recite the declaration of tithes in the sacred tongue. 


Abaye answered: One derives a verbal analogy from the term saying 
in a verse where the word “say” appears alone and another instance 
where the word saying appears alone. And one does not derive a 
verbal analogy from the word saying when it appears alone, as it 
does in the verse about the declaration of tithes, and in a verse that 
mentions speaking and saying, such as the verse concerning the 
Levites. 


The distinction between merely saying, and speaking and saying, is 
significant, as it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai 
says: A person should say his own praise in a soft voice, and say 
that which is to his discredit in a loud voice. 


That one should say his praise in a soft voice is derived from the 
portion of the declaration of tithes, where one declares that he has 
acted appropriately, and the verse does not state: And you shall 
speak. That one should say that which is to his discredit in a loud 
voice is derived from the recitation of the first fruits, concerning 
which the verse states: “And you shall speak and say” (Deuteronomy 
26:5), i.e., it should be recited loudly. The portion recited when 
bringing the first fruits details the hardships that the Jewish people 
suffered and denigrates Laban the Aramean, who is a progenitor of 
the Jewish people. 


NOTES 


From where do we derive that the portion of a sota can 
be recited in any language — bya muid nwy: Tosefot 
HaRash point out that the discussion in the mishna and 
the Gemara is predicated on the question, raised later 
in the Gemara, of whether the Torah must be recited in 
Hebrew in public readings in the synagogue, or if it can 
be recited in any language. They therefore say that the 
Gemara is difficult in any event: If the discussion is predi- 
cated on the assumption that the Torah may be recited 
in any language, then why is there a need to provide 
explanations for the recitations that may be recited in any 
language, as they simply follow the standard halakha? 
Conversely, if the Torah must be recited in Hebrew, why 
is it necessary to provide proof for those recitations that 
one is required to recite in Hebrew, as they simply follow 
the standard halakha? 

They explain that according to the tanna of the mishna, 
the entire Torah may be recited in any language; this is 
apparent, as the mishna offers proof only for those recita- 
tions that must be recited in Hebrew. The Gemara, how- 
ever, explains the halakhot of the mishna even according 
to the opinion that the Torah must be recited in Hebrew, 
and offers proof that in certain cases it is permitted to 
recite Torah verses in any language. 

According to Tosefot HaRosh, the Gemara's discussion is 
an attempt to resolve this issue according to both opinions. 

However, Rashi’s commentary on the mishna seems to 
present a different opinion, as he explains that it is nec- 
essary for the mishna to state that the portion of a sota 
may be recited in any language, lest one compare it to 
the halitza ceremony, which must be recited in Hebrew. 
This could indicate that according to Rashi, every one of 
the recitations cited in the mishna has a specific reason 
requiring that it be taught that it can be recited in any 
language. 


Declaration of tithes — wy »: It is explained in Beer 
Sheva that it is necessary to offer a proof that the decla- 
ration of tithes may be recited in any language, as it is 
juxtaposed with the verses recited when bringing the first 
fruits, and one might have concluded that the declaration 
of tithes must be said in Hebrew, just like the recitation of 
the first fruits. 
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HALAKHA 


The Amida prayer should be recited in a whisper - abe 
wma: One should recite the Amida prayer in a whisper, ina 
manner that is audible to his own ears but is inaudible to the 
ears of others. If one is unable to concentrate properly while 
praying silently, it is permitted for him to pray in a louder 
voice. However, this is the halakha only when one is praying 
alone; when praying with the community it is prohibited 
o do so because it will interrupt others. The Rema writes, 
based on the Jerusalem Talmud, that one is permitted to 
pray in a louder voice in order to teach the members of his 
amily how to pray (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 5:9; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 101:2). 


And will cry: Impure, impure - X77? x0 Kab: Not only 
epers, but anyone who is ritually impure in a way that 
can be transmitted to others is obligated to publicize his 
impurity so that people will distance themselves from him 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 10:8). 


The verse does not differentiate between the place, etc. — 
^d 0p ans pon x: Offerings of the most sacred order 

are slaughtered and their blood is collected on the northern 

side of the altar. There is no difference in this regard between 

a sin-offering, a guilt-offering, and a burnt-offering (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 5:2). 


The blood of a sin-offering is sprinkled above - nxyn o7 
nw: The blood of a sin-offering that is eaten is sprinkled 
four times on the four corners of the upper half of the altar 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 5:7). 


The blood of a burnt-offering is sprinkled below - 04 
monh mip: The priest sprinkles the blood of a burnt-offering 
twice on two corners of the lower half of the altar (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 5:6). 


A sin-offering is female and a burnt-offering is male - 
amiy 7373 nyn: An animal brought for a burnt-offering 
must be male, whether it is a ram, a goat, or a bull. With the 
exception of a king or a High Priest, an individual brings as 
a sin-offering a female lamb or goat (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 1:8, 15). 


— NOTES —WW_ 
Rather say that one should publicize his pain - x9 xbx 
fw: The Maharsha asks that if the purpose of publicizing 
one’s pain is so that others will pray on his behalf, how does 
his explain the requirement to state the recitation of the first 
ruits loudly, as there one does not mention any personal 
pain, but merely notes the tribulations the Jewish people 
underwent in Egypt? The Maharsha gives an admittedly 
orced answer, that one who brings the first fruits mentions 
he tribulations the Jewish people underwent so that others 
will pray that he should not experience similar troubles in 
he future. 


BACKGROUND 
Tail - mre: This refers to the thick, fatty tail of the breed 
of sheep ‘found in Israel and in neighboring countries. The 
tails of these sheep cover them so that their genitals are not 
visible, especially when the sheep are young. 


Fat-tailed sheep 
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The Gemara asks: But should one really say that which is to his 
discredit in a loud voice? But didn’t Rabbi Yohanan say in the 
name of Rabbi Shimon bar Yohai himself: For what reason did 
the Sages institute that the Amida prayer should be recited in a 
whisper?" So as not to embarrass transgressors who confess their 
transgressions during their prayer. There is proof that transgressors 
should not be embarrassed, as the verse detailing where different 
offerings are slaughtered does not differentiate between the place 
where a sin-offering is slaughtered and the place where a burnt- 
offering is slaughtered, so that it will not be recognized when one 
is bringing a sin-offering and the sinner will not be embarrassed. 
This shows that one should also say that which is to his discredit 
quietly. 


The Gemara corrects the previous statement: Do not say that one 
should say that which is to his discredit in a loud voice; rather, say 
that one should publicize his pain" in a loud voice. As it is taught 
in a baraita: It is derived from the verse: “And will cry: Impure, 
impure” (Leviticus 13:45)," that a leper must publicize the fact that 
he is ritually impure. He must announce his pain to the masses, 
and the masses will pray for mercy on his behalf. And similarly, 
anyone to whom a painful matter happens must announce it to 
the masses, and the masses will pray for mercy on his behalf. 


The Gemara returns to the aforementioned matter itself: Rabbi 
Yohanan said in the name of Rabbi Shimon bar Yohai: For what 
reason did the Sages institute that prayer should be said in a 
whisper? It is so as not to embarrass transgressors, as the verse 
does not differentiate between the place" where a sin-offering is 
slaughtered and the place where a burnt- offering is slaughtered. 


The Gemara asks: But is there really no differentiation between the 
places where a burnt-offering and a sin-offering are sacrificed? But 
isn’t there a difference with regard to the place where the blood is 
sprinkled, as the blood of a sin-offering is sprinkled above," on 
the upper half of the altar, and the blood of a burnt-offering is 
sprinkled below," on its lower half? The Gemara answers: There, 
the priest is the one who knows what offering it is, but other 
people who are not standing there do not know. 


The Gemara asks: But isn’t there a visibly apparent difference 
between the two offerings, as a sin-offering is female and a burnt- 
offering is male?" The Gemara answers: There, in the case of a 
sin-offering, its genitals are covered by the tail’ and therefore the 
gender of the animal is not plainly obvious. 


The Gemara asks: That works out well if one brings a female lamb 
for a sin-offering, as its long tail covers its genitals. However, if 
one brings a female goat, which does not have a tail, what can be 
said? The Gemara answers: If one brings a female goat, there he is 
the one who embarrasses himself, as he should have brought a 
female lamb if he wanted to hide the fact that he sinned, and 
instead he brought a female goat. It is therefore not necessary to 
be concerned about his embarrassment. 


The Gemara asks: With regard to a sin-offering that is brought for 
idol worship, for which it does not suffice to bring any animal 
that is not a female goat, as it is explicitly stated that in that case 
one must bring a female goat as a sin-offering, what can be said? 
The Gemara answers: There, due to the severity of the sin, let him 
go and be embarrassed, so that his sin will be atoned for through 
his embarrassment as well. 


§ The Gemara continues its discussion of the recitations that can 
be stated in any language. From where do we derive that Shema 
may be recited in any language? As it is written: “Hear, O Israel” 
(Deuteronomy 6:4), which is homiletically interpreted to mean 
that it can be recited in any language that you can hear and 
understand. 
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The Sages taught (Tosefta 7:7): Shema must be recited in Hebrew 
as it is written; this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 
And the Rabbis say: It may be recited in any language. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason for the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi? The verse states: “And these words, which I 
command you this day, will be upon your heart” (Deuteronomy 
6:6). “Will be” means as they are, so shall they be. They should 
remain unchanged, in their original language. 


The Gemara asks further: And what is the reason for the opinion 
of the Rabbis? The Gemara answers: The verse states: “Hear, 
O Israel” (Deuteronomy 6:4), which they explain to mean that 
Shema must be understood. Therefore, one may recite Shema in 
any language that you can hear and understand. 


The Gemara asks: But according to the Rabbis as well, isn’t it 
written: “And these words will be”? The Gemara answers: From 
that it is derived that one may not recite it out of order." One 
may not begin reciting Shema from the end, but only in the order 
in which it is written. 


The Gemara asks: And from where does Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 

derive the halakha that one may not recite it out of order? The 

Gemara answers: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi derives it from an addi- 
tional emphasis in the verse “And the words [hadevarim], which 

I command you this day, will be upon your heart.” The verse could 

have conveyed the same idea had it written: Words, without the 

definite article. However, it says the words, employing the defi- 
nite article, teaching that it must be recited in the specific order 
in which it is written. And the Rabbis do not learn anything 
from the difference between “words” and “the words.” 


The Gemara asks: But according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasias well, 
isn’t the word “hear” written? The Gemara answers: He requires 
that for the halakha that you must have your ears hear" that 
which comes out of your mouth, i.e., one must recite Shema 
audibly so he hears it while reciting it. And from where do the 
Rabbis derive that one must recite Shema audibly? The Rabbis 
do not accept this literal interpretation of the word Shema. Rather, 
they hold according to the one who says: One who recites 
Shema in a manner inaudible to his own ears has fulfilled his 
obligation. The Rabbis therefore interpret the word “hear” as 
referring to the language that one uses. 


The Gemara asks: Shall we say that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds 


HALAKHA 


That one may not recite it out of order - y9) TYI Kow: You must make your ears hear — spared ymw: One is 


One who recites Shema changing the order ofthe verses within 
a portion has not fulfilled the mitzva. However, if one recites the 
portions in a different order than that established by the Sages, 
although he has not followed the ordinance of the Sages, he has 


required to recite Shema in a manner that is audible to his own 
ears ab initio. However, if he does not recite it in this manner, he 
has still fulfilled the mitzva, as long as he pronounces the words 
orally (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Keriat Shema 2:8; Shulhan 


fulfilled the mitzva (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Keriat Shema Arukh, Orah Hayyim 62:3). 


2:11; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 64:1). 
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HALAKHA 


A person should never request in the Aramaic language 
that his needs be met - piwha vaw ot Sew by obiyd 
Dat: Some say that even ina situation where an individual 
can ask for his needs in any language, he should not do so 
in Aramaic (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 101:4). 
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NOTES 


that the entire Torah may be recited in any language," as, if it 
should enter your mind to say that the entire Torah may be recited 
only in the sacred tongue and not in any other language, why do I 
need that which the Merciful One writes: “And these words, which 
I command you this day, will be”? If in fact it is prohibited for one 
to recite any portion of the Torah in a language other than Hebrew, 
then prohibiting the recitation of Shema in a language other than 
Hebrew is superfluous. Since the Torah specifically requires Shema 
to be recited in Hebrew, it must be because the rest of the Torah may 
be recited in any language. 


The Gemara rejects this suggestion: This is not unquestionably so, 
as the phrase “and these words, which I command you this day, will 

be” is necessary in this case because “hear” is also written. Had it 

not said “and these words, which I command you this day, will be,” 
it would have been derived from the word “hear” that Shema may 
be recited in any language, in accordance with the opinion of the 

Rabbis. Therefore, the phrase “and these words, which I command 

you this day, will be” is necessary. 


The Gemara asks: Shall we say that the Rabbis hold that the entire 
Torah may be recited only in the sacred tongue and not in any 
other language? As, if it should enter your mind to say that the 
Torah may be recited in any language, why do I need that which 
the Merciful One writes: “Hear”? It is permitted for one to recite 
the entire Torah in any language, rendering a specific requirement 
with regard to Shema superfluous. 


The Gemara rejects this: The word “hear” is necessary in any case, 
because “and these words, which I command you this day, will be” 
is also written. Had it not been for the word “hear,” the Rabbis 

would have understood that it is prohibited to recite Shema in any 
other language, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 

HaNasi. Therefore, the word “hear” is necessary. 


§ Itis stated in the mishna that the Amida prayer may be recited in 
any language. The reason for this is that since prayer is a request for 
divine mercy, one may pray in any way that one desires. 


The Gemara asks: But may prayer really be recited in any language? 
But didn’t Rav Yehuda say: A person should never request in the 

Aramaic language that his needs be met," as Rabbi Yohanan said 

that with regard to anyone who requests in the Aramaic language 

that his needs be met, the ministering angels do not attend to him, 
as the ministering angels are not familiar [makkirin] with the 

Aramaic language?" 


The entire Torah may be recited in any language — ming bp 
TANI wh boa: The commentaries interpret this statement in 
various ways. All agree that the Torah was originally stated and 
written in Hebrew. However, the Gemara (Shabbat 88b) says 
that when the Torah was given on Mount Sinai, it was also heard 
in all seventy languages. 

Citing Rav Hai Gaon, the early commentaries state that 
the dispute in the Gemara is with regard to whether the 
Torah was given to Moses in the other languages besides 
Hebrew with a specific text. Rabbeinu Hananel explains 
that the issue is whether or not a Torah scroll may be written 
in another language and still maintain its sanctity as a Torah 
scroll. 

Rashi explains that the question is whether or not the Torah 
may be read publicly in the synagogue in a language other 
than Hebrew. Tosefot HaRash object to this explanation, claim- 
ing that since the public Torah reading is a rabbinic ordinance, 
one cannot say that it must be performed in Hebrew. Rashi’s 
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explanation is defended in Beer Sheva, where it is explained 
that according to Rashi, the question is whether one who reads 
or studies the Torah in another language fulfills the mitzva of 
studying Torah, which is a mitzva by Torah law. 

Tosefot HaRash, as well as Tosafot in tractate Berakhot (13b), 
explain that the Gemara is referring not to the rabbinic mitzva 
of reading the Torah in synagogue, but to those specific 
passages of the Torah that are required to be read by Torah 
law. The Meiri explains that the debate concerns whether or 
not the Torah was given for the purpose of being studied in 
any language. 


The ministering angels are not familiar [makkirin] with the 
Aramaic language — "rx wha pran MET KY px: There 
are several interpretations of this statement. Tosafot (Shabbat 
12a) ask how it could be said that the angels do not understand 
Aramaic, as, if the angels know people's thoughts then they 
must understand every language. They answer that the mean- 


ing of the word makkirin is not: To be familiar, but rather: To 
value and honor. The statement therefore means that although 
the ministering angels understand Aramaic, it is not regarded 
highly by them. Some commentaries cite Rabbeinu Tam as the 
source of this interpretation. Others explain that the angels’ 
lack of regard for Aramaic is due to its similarity to Hebrew; 
it is consequently viewed as a distortion of the Hebrew lan- 
guage (Eliya Rabba). Several challenges are raised against this 
interpretation. 

The Sefat Emet explains that according to the Zohar, the 
angels do not understand all the thoughts of people; they 
understand only those thoughts that are revealed to them. The 
Maharsha cites an opinion that the angels do not understand 
any language other than Hebrew, and that Rabbi Yohanan 
mentions Aramaic in particular to teach that even Aramaic, 
which is very similar to Hebrew, and which is the language in 
which parts of the Torah and the books of the Bible are written, 
is nevertheless incomprehensible to the angels. 
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The youth...have been victorious — xv ny3: 
related at length in the writings of Josephus (Antiquities ofthe 
Jews, Xill:5). When Yohanan Hyrcanus led a siege on the city 
of Samaria, which he eventually conquered and destroyed, 
the Syrian king Antiochus Cyzicenus came to the aid of the 
Samaritans. Yohanan sent his sons to fight Antiochus, whose 
army was reinforced by the Egyptian military, and they eventu- 
ally defeated him. Josephus also writes that Yohanan the High 
Priest heard a heavenly voice emerging from the Holy of Holies 
saying that his children had been victorious in battle. 


The Gemara answers: This is not difficult, as that statement of 
Rabbi Yohanan is referring to the prayer of an individual, who 
needs the support of the angels, whereas this statement of the 
mishna is referring to communal prayer." 


The Gemara asks: And are the ministering angels not familiar 
with the Aramaic language? But isn’t it taught in a baraita 
(Tosefta 13:5): Yohanan the High Priest heard a Divine Voice 
emerging from the House of the Holy of Holies that was say- 
ing: The youth who went to wage war in Antokhya have been 
victorious.’ And there was another incident involving Shimon 
HaTzaddik,® who heard a Divine Voice emerging from the 
House of the Holy of Holies that was saying: The decree that 
the enemy intended to bring against the Temple is annulled, 
and Gaskalgas, Caligula, has been killed’ and his decrees have 
been voided. And people wrote down that time that the Divine 
Voice was heard, and later found that it matched exactly the 
moment that Caligula was killed. The Gemara concludes: And 
this Divine Voice was speaking in the Aramaic language. 


The Gemara answers: If you wish, say that the Divine Voice is 
different, as its purpose is to communicate a message, and 
therefore it also communicates in Aramaic. And if you wish, say 
instead that it was the angel Gabriel, as the Master said with 
regard to Joseph: Gabriel came and taught him seventy lan- 
guages, as he knows all of the languages, as opposed to the other 
angels, who do not. 


§ It is stated in the mishna that Grace after Meals" may be 
recited in any language. As it is written: “And you shall eat, and 
be satisfied, and bless the Lord your God” (Deuteronomy 
8:10). The word “bless” is homiletically interpreted to mean: In 
any language that you bless. 


It is stated in the mishna that an oath of testimony may be said 
in any language, as it is written: “And if anyone sins, in that he 
heard the voice of adjuration” (Leviticus 5:1). The emphasis on 
hearing in the verse is interpreted to mean that it can be recited 
in any language that a person hears, i.e., understands. 


It is stated in the mishna that an oath on a deposit may be taken 
in any language. This is derived by means of a verbal analogy 
from the word “sins” (Leviticus 5:21) that appears in the portion 
of an oath on a deposit, and the word “sins” (Leviticus 5:1) that 
is mentioned in the portion of an oath of testimony. 


BACKGROUND 


Gaskalgas has been killed - pibpps aY): This statement is his- 
torically problematic for several reasons, Some explain, based 
on alternative versions of the text, that Gaskalgas is another 
name for the Roman emperor Gaius, also known as Caligula, 
who decreed sometime before he died that a statue in his 
ikeness would be brought into the Temple and worshipped as 
a god. This caused an uproar among the Jews, and the Roman 
commissioner delayed carrying out the decree for some time. 
n the meantime, Caligula was killed in Rome and his decree 
was annulled. 

If the Gemara is indeed referring to this story, as is evident 


This story is 


Shimon HaTzaddik — pag piya: There were two High Priests, 
grandfather and grandson, who were both called Shimon ben 
Honyo. It is unclear which of them is referred to as Shimon 
Halzaddik, and it is possible that both shared this sobriquet, 
which means Shimon the righteous. Shimon HaTzaddik was 
one of the last members of the Great Assembly. Many stories 
of his righteousness appear throughout the Talmud. A con- 
temporary of his, Shimon ben Sira, uttered unique words in 
his praise: The greatest of his brothers and the splendor of his 
people...who is concerned for his people and strengthens 
them in times of trouble... How splendid he is as he looks out 
from the Temple, and as he emerges from the inner chamber 
behind the curtain, like a star of light between trees, like a full 
moon during a Festival (Ben Sira 49). 


rom the parallel text in Megillat Ta‘anit, then the Shimon 
HaTzaddik mentioned here is not the well-known Shimon 
Halzaddik. Rather, it refers to Shimon Kitros, the High Priest 
who served during Caligula’s reign. He was appointed by King 
Agrippa, apparently because he was widely accepted and 
beloved by the Jews due to his righteousness. 


Bust of Gaius, also known as Caligula 
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NOTES 

That is referring to the prayer of an individual whereas 
this is referring to communal prayer - x7 Pra K7 
maya: Rashi explains that the distinction between indi- 
vidual and communal prayer is that the Divine Presence 
dwells among a community in prayer. Therefore, a com- 
munal prayer does not require ministering angels to bring 
the prayers before God. 


Grace after Meals — jivan nya: Rashi writes that the 
Gemara does not ask here: From where is it derived, 
because he asserts that there is no reason to say that 
Grace after Meals must be recited in Hebrew, and there- 
fore there is no need to prove that it can be recited in other 
languages. However, Josafot explain that without this 
proof, one could have derived from the blessings of the 
Levites at Mount Gerizim that here too, Grace after Meals 
must be recited in Hebrew. 
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sacred tongue: The recitation of the verses that one recounts 
when bringing the first fruits to the Temple; and halitza...how 
is it derived that the recitation when bringing the first fruits is 
recited specifically in Hebrew? When the Torah discusses this 
mitzva it states: “And you shall speak and say before the Lord 
your God” (Deuteronomy 26:5), and below, in the discussion of 
the blessings and curses, it states: “And the Levites shall speak 
and say to all the men of Israel” (Deuteronomy 27:14). Just as 
there, in the portion of the Levites, they speak in the sacred 
tongue, so too here, in the portion of the first fruits, the recitation 
is in the sacred tongue. 


The Gemara asks: And from where do we derive that the Levites 
themselves answered in Hebrew? The Gemara answers: It is 
derived from a verbal analogy between the word “voice” that 
appears here, in the portion of the blessings and curses, and the 
word “voice” in the verse that relates to Moses. It is written here: 
“With aloud voice” (Deuteronomy 27:14), and itis written there: 


“Moses spoke, and God answered him bya voice” (Exodus 19:19). 


Just as there, the Ten Commandments were stated in the sacred 
tongue, so too here, the Levites spoke in the sacred tongue. 


It is stated in the mishna: How is it derived that the recitation at 
a halitza ceremony must be in Hebrew? The verse states: “And 
she shall speak and say: So shall it be done to the man that doth 
not build up his brother’s house” (Deuteronomy 25:9). Rabbi 
Yehuda derives this halakha from the phrase: “And she shall speak 
and say: So” (Deuteronomy 25:9). The Gemara asks: And what 
do the Rabbis do with, i.e., how do they interpret, this word “so”? 
They require it to teach that any matter detailed in the portion 
that is an action is indispensable to the halitza ceremony, as the 
verse states: “So shall it be done.” However, the other aspects of 
the ritual, e.g., the recitations, are not indispensable, and in their 
absence the ritual is valid after the fact. 


And Rabbi Yehuda derives this halakha from the fact that the 
verse could have used the shorter form of the word so [ko], and 
instead uses the longer form of the word so [kakha]. He therefore 
derives both halakhot from this word. And the Rabbis do not 
learn anything from the difference between ko and kakha. 


The Gemara asks: And what does Rabbi Yehuda do with this 
verse: “And she shall speak and say,” from which the Rabbis 
derive that the recitation at the halitza ritual must be in Hebrew? 
The Gemara answers: He requires it in order to teach with regard 
to the Levites that they spoke in the sacred tongue. Whereas the 
Rabbis derive that the halitza ritual is performed in Hebrew from 
a verbal analogy between the verses concerning halitza and the 
verses about the Levites, Rabbi Yehuda derives that the Levites 
spoke in Hebrew due to this same verbal analogy, with halitza 
serving as the source. 


The Gemara asks: But let Rabbi Yehuda derive that the Levites 
spoke in Hebrew from a verbal analogy between the word “voice” 
that is written with regard to the Levites (Deuteronomy 27:14) 
and the word “voice” in the verse about Moses (Exodus 19:19). 
The Gemara answers: He learned the verbal analogy between 


“speak” and “speak” from his teacher, and he did not learn the 


verbal analogy between “voice” and “voice” from his teacher. 
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That is also taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda says: Every place 
where it is stated in the Torah: “So [ko]; or: “So [kakha],” 
or where the language of speaking and saying is used, it is 
referring only to the sacred tongue. The word ko appears in the 
context of the Priestly Benediction: “So [ko] you shall bless 
the children of Israel” (Numbers 6:23). Kakha appears in the 
context of the halitza ceremony (Deuteronomy 25:9). The 
language of speaking and saying appears in relation to the 
Levites. 


§ Itis stated in the mishna: How did the ceremony of the bless- 
ings and curses take place? When the Jewish people crossed 
the Jordan River, etc. The Sages taught: When the Jewish 
people were in Transjordan, the location of Mount Gerizim and 
Mount Ebal was described to them as follows: “Are they not 
beyond the Jordan, behind the way of the coming of the sun, in 
the land of the Canaanites that dwell in the Arabah, over against 
Gilgal, beside the oaks of Moreh?” (Deuteronomy 11:30). “Are 
they not beyond the Jordan” means farther west, beyond the 
Jordan River; this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. “Behind 
the way of the coming of the sun’; this is referring to the place 
where the sun rises, i.e., the east. In other words, they are at a 
distance from the Jordan River, which is in the east. 


“In the land of the Canaanites that dwell in the Arabah”; 
this is referring to Mount Gerizim and Mount Ebal, where 
the Samaritans® now live. “Over against Gilgal”; this means 
near Gilgal. “Beside the oaks of Moreh’; this is referring to 
Shechem. And from where is it derived that this is Shechem? 
There, with regard to Abraham, the verse states: “And Abram 
passed through the land until the place of Shechem, until 
the oaks of Moreh” (Genesis 12:6). Just as the oaks of Moreh 
stated there are identified as Shechem, so too here, they are 
Shechem. 


It is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Yosei, 
said: In this matter, I proved the falsehood of the books of 
the Samaritans. I said to them: You forged your Torah’ by 
making additions to it, and you have not gained anything from 
it, as, you say that the oaks of Moreh is referring to Shechem, 
and we too concede that the oaks of Moreh is referring to 
Shechem. However, we derived this by means of a verbal 
analogy between verses. You, who do not use verbal analogies, 
how did you derive it? 


Rabbi Elazar disagrees with Rabbi Yehuda and says: “Are they 
not beyond the Jordan” means near the Jordan River, as, if it 
meant farther west beyond the Jordan, isn’t it written: “And 
it shall be when you have passed over the Jordan, that you shall 
set up these stones which I command you this day, on Mount 
Ebal” (Deuteronomy 27:4)? This implies that Mount Ebal was 
near the location where the Jewish people crossed the Jordan. 


“Behind the way of the coming of the sun,” according to Rabbi 

Elazar, is referring to the place where the sun sets, in the 
west. This is distant from Shechem, which is in the center of 
Eretz Yisrael. Furthermore, the verse states: “In the land of the 
Canaanites,” and Shechem is located in the land of the Hivites 
(see Genesis 34:2). 


Similarly, the phrase “that dwell in the Arabah” cannot be a 
description of the mountains known as Mount Gerizim and 
Mount Ebal that are next to Shechem; aren’t they situated 
among mountains and hills? The description “over against 
Gilgal” is also difficult; they could not see Gilgal from Shechem, 
as it is far away. Rather, according to Rabbi Elazar, Mount 
Gerizim and Mount Ebal mentioned in the Torah are located 
closer to the Jordan River. They are not the mountains known 
by the same names that are located near Shechem. 


BACKGROUND 


Samaritans - om: These are the descendants of the 
nations displaced by Sennacherib, king of Assyria, and 
brought to settle in Eretz Yisrael. While initially they con- 
verted, over time they readopted their original religion, 
but they continued to fulfill several mitzvot (see I! Kings, 
chapter 17). At the beginning of the Second Temple 
period, during the times of Ezra and Nehemiah, rela- 
tions between the Samaritans and the Jews deteriorated. 
Later, the Samaritans established a center of worship 
on Mount Gerizim, as they claimed that the sanctity 
of that mountain was established by one of the Ten 
Commandments. Consequently, there was a very real 
possibility that their blessings and prayers, although 
somewhat similar to the Jewish liturgy, might include 
wording that is antithetical to Judaism. 

Some generations of Jewish Sages recognized 
Samaritans as having the status of Jews. They went so 
far as to say: In the mitzvot that the Samaritans adopted, 
they are extremely exacting in their fulfillment, even 
more than the Jews are. Ultimately, as the Samaritans 
continued to distance themselves from the Jewish 
people in virtually every regard, they were accorded 
the legal status of gentiles. 


You forged your Torah — Damn ona: In addition to 
including many changes in the text, the scriptural scrolls 
of the Samaritans contain several essential differences 
in the narrative that all attempt to prove their claim 
that God's chosen place is Shechem and not Jerusalem. 
One of the most striking examples is the insertion of 
the blessings and curses of Mount Gerizim and Mount 
Ebal (Deuteronomy 11:29-30) as the ninth of the Ten 
Commandments. They also substituted for the tenth 
commandment the verse: “And it shall be when you 
have passed over the Jordan, that you shall set up these 
stones, which | command you this day, in mount Ebal, 
and you shalt plaster them with plaster. And there you 
shall build an altar to the Lord your God, an altar of 


stones” (Deuteronomy 27:4-5). However, according to 
their version, the altar must be built on Mount Gerizim, 
not on Mount Ebal. In light of this, the statement of 
Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Yosei, can be better under- 
stood: Despite these changes to the text, they still have 
no basis for setting up an altar on Mount Gerizim, as it is 
necessary to establish the locations of these mountains 
based on a received tradition. 
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NOTES 

What was the height of the water - 072 bw jai maa: 
This is Rashi’s version of the text. The Maharsha prefers 
a different version of the text: How wide was the water? 
According to this version, Rabbi Yehuda meant that the 
water moved back twelve mil and left a dry space in the 
middle of the river, and then it returned afterward, as it 
is stated: “The Jordan turned backward” (Psalms 114:3). 
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Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov says: The verse does not come to 

establish the location of Mount Gerizim and Mount Ebal. Rather, 
it comes to show the Jewish people the way the second time, 
when they were entering the land of Canaan, like the way He 

showed them the first time, when they left Egypt and a pillar of 
cloud went before them and made the terrain easier to transverse. 
The purpose of the verse is to instruct the Jewish people how to 

enter the land of Canaan with relative ease, despite the absence of 
the pillar of cloud. The word “way” instructs them to go along a 

pre-established way, and not in fields and vineyards. The phrase 

“that dwell” instructs them to go in settled areas and not in the 

wilderness. “In the Arabah,” which means plain, teaches them to 

go in the plains and not over mountains and hills. 


§ The Sages taught (Tosefta 8:1): How did the Jewish people 
cross the Jordan? Every day the Ark would travel behind the 
two flags of Judah and Reuben, but on that day the Ark traveled 
in front, as it is stated: “Behold, the Ark of the Covenant of 
the Lord of all the earth is passing before you” (Joshua 3:11). 
On every other day, the Levites would carry the Ark, but on 
this day the priests carried it, as is stated: “And when the soles 
of the feet of the priests that bear the Ark of the Lord, the Lord 
of all the earth, shall rest” (Joshua 3:13). 


It is taught in a baraita (Tosefta 8:2) that Rabbi Yosei says: In 
three different places the priests carried the Ark. They carried 
it when the Jewish people crossed the Jordan, and when they 
surrounded Jericho (Joshua 6:6), and when they returned it to 
its proper place in the Holy of Holies during the reign of King 
Solomon (1 Kings 8:6). 


And once the feet of the priests were immersed in the water of 
the Jordan River, the water flowed backward, as it is stated: “And 

when those carrying the Ark came to the Jordan and the feet of 
the priests that bore the ark were dipped in the brink of the water, 
for the Jordan overflows all its banks all the time of harvest; and 

the waters that came down from above stood, and rose up in 
one heap” (Joshua 3:15-16). And what was the height of the 

water?" Twelve mil by twelve mil, parallel to the size of the camp 

of the Jewish people who were passing through the Jordan. This 

is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. 


Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, said to him: According to 
your statement, does a person move faster or does water move 
faster? You must say that water moves faster® than a person. If 
that is so, then before the camp of Israel crossed the river the 
water would come and drown them, as, after the water rose up 
to a height of twelve mil it then began flowing normally again. 


Water moves faster — obp om: There is obviously no predeter- 
mined speed at which water travels, and in a river its speed will 
depend on the length and angle of the incline at which the water 
is flowing. However, although the section of the Jordan River that 
is near Jericho is relatively flat and the water does not flow at a 
high speed, it still moves faster than the speed at which people 
walk, and it certainly moves faster than an entire encampment of 
people weighed down with possessions and animals. 


Jordan River near Jericho 


BACKGROUND 
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Rather, this teaches that the water gathered and rose in heaps 

upon heaps to a height of more than three hundred mil, until 

all the kings of the East and West saw it, as it is stated: “And 

it came to pass, when all the kings of the Amorites, that were 

beyond the Jordan westward, and all the kings of the Canaan- 
ites, that were by the sea, heard that the Lord had dried up 

the waters of the Jordan from before the children of Israel, 
until they were passed over, that their heart melted, neither 
was there spirit in them anymore, because of the children of 
Israel” (Joshua 5:1). 


And even Rahab the prostitute said to Joshua’s messengers: 

“For we have heard how the Lord dried up the water of the 
Red Sea before you” (Joshua 2:10). And it is written: “And as 
soon as we had heard it, our hearts melted, neither did there 
remain any more spirit in any man, because of you” (Joshua 
2:11). Evidently, the Canaanites were still terrified due to the 
splitting of the Red Sea, although that had taken place years 
earlier and in a distant location. It is understood from here how 
terrified they became when a similar miracle occurred close to 
where they lived. 


While the Jewish people were still in the Jordan, Joshua said 
to them: Know for what purpose you are crossing the Jordan. 
It is in order to drive out the inhabitants of the land from 
before you, as it is stated: “And you shall drive out all the 
inhabitants of the land from before you” (Numbers 33:52). If 
you will do so, then all is well, but if not, water will come and 
drown otikhem. The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of the 
word otikhem? The Gemara explains: It is a combination of the 
words me [oti] and you [etkhem]. 


While they were still in the Jordan, Joshua said to them: 
“Pick up every man of you a stone upon his shoulder, accord- 
ing to the number of the tribes of the children of Israel” 
(Joshua 4:5). And itis written: “That this may be a sign among 
you, that when your children ask in time to come, saying: 
What do you mean by these stones?” (Joshua 4:6). This 
will be a sign for the children that their ancestors crossed 
the Jordan. 


While they were still in the Jordan, Joshua said to them: 
“Take out of the midst of the Jordan, out of the place where 
the priests’ feet stood, twelve stones made ready, and carry 
them over with you, and lay them down in the lodging place, 
where you shall lodge this night” (Joshua 4:3). One might 
have thought that they were required to place these stones at 
each and every lodging place where they stayed. Therefore, the 
verse states: “Where you shall lodge this night,” meaning only 
on that night. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: Abba Halafta, and Rabbi Eliezer ben 
Matya, and Hananya ben Hakhinai stood on those same 
stones that the Jewish people took from the Jordan, and they 
measured them and found that each and every one weighed 
about forty sea.® And it is learned as a tradition that a load 
that one can lift onto his shoulders is one-third of the weight 
of the load that he can carry when others load it onto him. 


From here you can calculate the size of the cluster of grapes 
that the spies carried together from Eretz Yisrael, as it is stated: 

“And they carried it upon a pole between two” (Numbers 
13:23). From the fact that it is stated that they carried the cluster 
of grapes “on a pole” do I not know that it was carried by two 
people? That is the only way it can be carried on a pole. What 
is the meaning when the verse states: “Between two”? It means 
that the spies carried it on two poles, and four people carried 
the cluster of grapes together. From here it can be deduced that 
the weight of the cluster was 480 sea. 


BACKGROUND 
Forty se’a — “XD DYN: Even according to the 
smallest calculation of a sea, this amounts to a 
volume of more than 300 £, and the weight of this 
volume of stones would be around 400 kg. 
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LANGUAGE 


Scales [turtanei] — "et: From the Greek tpvtavn, 
trutané, which refers to a scale. Here the Gemara is refer- 
ring to a pole that is held up by another pole, similar to 
the rod of a scale. 


Spies carrying the poles, according to different opinions 


Perek VII 
Daf 34 Amud b 


NOTES 


In my eyes but not in the eyes of the Omnipresent — 
Dipa Sw vaya xb ya: It is explained in the Sifrei that 
Moses also did not think that it was a good idea to send 

spies. However, he thought that if he would agree to send 

the spies, the Jewish people would understand that he was 

not hiding from them anything bad about Eretz Yisrael, and 

they would decide on their own that there was no need 

to send them. 
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Rabbi Yitzhak said: They were configured like upper rods of scales 
[turtanei|' that are balanced on the lower rods of scales, i.e., there 
were not two but four poles. How so? Eight of the spies carried the 
cluster of grapes," one of them carried a pomegranate, and one 
carried a fig. Joshua and Caleb did not carry anything. Why did 
Joshua and Caleb not carry anything? If you wish, say that it is 
because they were more prominent than the others and it was 
beneath their dignity to carry such a load. And if you wish, say 
instead that they did not take part in the wicked counsel of the 
spies, as the cluster of grapes was brought by the spies to scare the 
people. 


§ Rabbi Ami and Rabbi Yitzhak Nappaha disagree with regard 
to the dispute between the tanna’im as to the height of the water 
when the Jewish people crossed the Jordan. One says: According 
to the statement of Rabbi Yehuda, that the water stood at the height 
of twelve mil, 


NOTES 


Eight spies carried the cluster of grapes — Sours xwa Maw: their hands, and the remaining two spies carried a cluster of 
In contrast to the opinion of the Gemara, an entirely different grapes on a pole. This description corresponds to the straight- 


description of the actions of the spies is found in Janna deVei 


forward understanding of the verse. 


Fliyahu: Ten of the spies carried either a pomegranate or fig in 


ana Why ay qaTy may pan 
Ay m NX ma - jyaw 


IPA - 19 P 19 Pa ag I 
sap v1 bP DIY sap W NIY 
mpo 


op vray -roo Th rw" 
AE OTN 93) JWT - "J? Nw” 
sans wm aingy) pi pon sia 
WP BTN "TT yA I” 

Dipg by wyya xo) - "pps" 


PS) US — "YINT Mg UP MENDY 
aman) x DAN KIX 12 KN 
DNW? yg Ow ANI? Nix 
erga me uy many x97 D9 
miD may many” 007 DNJ 

"mana 


the Jewish people crossed in the same formation as they camped. 
It was necessary for the water to stand only twelve mil high to allow 
for the entire encampment to pass through the Jordan. According 
to the statement of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, who said 
the water stood at a height of over three hundred mil, the water had 
to reach these heights to allow for enough time for everyone to cross 
the Jordan, as they crossed one after the other. 


And one says: According to both this Sage and that Sage, they 
crossed in the same formation as they camped. However, one Sage, 
Rabbi Yehuda, holds that a person moves faster than water, and 
one Sage, Rabbi Elazar son of Rabbi Shimon, holds that water 
moves faster than a person does. 


§ Since the Gemara mentioned the cluster of grapes that the spies 
brought back from Eretz Yisrael, it continues discussing the story of 
the spies. It is stated in the Torah that God told Moses: “Send you 
men” (Numbers 13:2). Reish Lakish says: “Send you” means that 
you should send them at your own discretion and not as a divine 
command. As, if it were a divine command, does a person choose 
a bad portion for himself? Since God knew the nature of these 
spies and that they would ultimately slander the land, He certainly 
would not have sent them Himself. And this is the meaning of that 
which is written in the passage where Moses retold the story of the 
spies: “And it was good in my eyes” (Deuteronomy 1:23), and Reish 
Lakish says: The implication of these words is that it seemed good 
“in my eyes,” but not in the eyes of the Omnipresent." 


The Torah relates that the people asked Moses to send spies so “that 
they may search the land for us” (Deuteronomy 1:22). Rabbi Hiyya 
bar Abba says: When the Jewish people asked to send spies, their 
intention was only to shame Eretz Yisrael. It is written here: “That 
they may search [veyahperu] the land for us,” and it is written 
there: “Then the moon will be embarrassed [vehafera], and the 
sun will be ashamed” (Isaiah 24:23). 
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The Torah states with regard to the spies: “And these were their 
names: Of the tribe of Reuben, Shammua the son of Zaccur” 
(Numbers 13:4). Rabbi Yitzhak says: This statement that follows 
is a tradition of ours that was passed down to us from our 
ancestors: The spies were named after their actions, but we 
have obtained the interpretation of only" one name, the name of 

“Sethur the son of Michael” (Numbers 13:13). He is called Sethur, 
as he hid [satar] the actions of the Holy One, Blessed be He. In 
other words, he ignored the miracles that God performed for the 
Jewish people in Egypt and in the wilderness. He is called Michael, 
as he made Him, God, appear weak [makh] by saying that there 
was not enough food in the land for everyone. 


Rabbi Yohanan says: We can also say an interpretation of the 
name: “Nahbi the son of Vophsi” (Numbers 13:14): He is called 
Nahbi, as he concealed [hehbi] the statement of the Holy One, 
Blessed be He, that the land is good, by delivering a distorted 
description of it. He is called Vophsi, as he stomped [pisse’a] on 
the attributes of the Holy One, Blessed be He, i-e., he did not 
believe in His promise to give Eretz Yisrael to the Jewish people. 


It is also stated with regard to the spies: “And they went up 
into the south, and he came to Hebron” (Numbers 13:22). Why 
is the phrase “and he came” written in the singular form? The 
verse should have said: And they came. Rava says: This teaches 
that Caleb separated himself’ from the counsel of the other 
spies and went and prostrated himself on the graves of the 
forefathers in Hebron. He said to them: My forefathers, pray 
for mercy for me so that I will be saved from the counsel of 
the spies. 


The Gemara explains: Joshua did not go to the graves of the 
forefathers because Moses had already prayed for mercy for 
him, as it is stated: “And Moses called Hoshea son of Nun 
Joshua [Yehoshua]” (Numbers 13:16), meaning: God will save 
you [Ya yoshiakha] from the counsel of the spies. And this is 
the meaning of that which is written: “But My servant Caleb, 
because he had another spirit with him," and has followed Me 
fully, him will I bring into the land where into he went” (Numbers 
14:24), which implies that Caleb changed his mind over time. 
Joshua, however, was opposed to the intentions of the other spies 
from the outset. 


The verse continues to state about Hebron: “And Ahiman, 
Sheshai, and Talmai, the children of Anak, were there” (Numbers 
13:22). Ahiman was called by this name because he was the most 
skilled [meyumman] among his brothers. Sheshai was called by 
his name because he would turn the land that he treaded upon 
into ditches [shehatot] due to his large dimensions. Talmai was 
called this because he would turn the land that he treaded upon 
into furrows upon furrows [telamim] due to his weight. 


Alternatively, their names signify another matter: Ahiman is 
the one who built the city of Anat. Sheshai built the city of 
Alush. Talmai built the city of Talbush.® The verse describes 
them as “the children of Anak” because they were so tall and 
large that it appeared as if they were wearing [ma‘anikin] the sun 
as a necklace due to their height. 


The continuation of the verse states: “Now Hebron was built 
seven years [shanim] before Zoan of Egypt [Mitzrayim]” (Num- 
bers 13:22). The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of the phrase 

“was built”? If we say that it was actually built seven years before 
Zoan, would a person build a house for his younger son before 
he builds one for his older son? Canaan was the youngest son of 
Ham, as it is written: “And the sons of Ham: Cush, and Mizraim, 
and Put, and Canaan” (Genesis 10:6). How then could Hebron, a 
city in the land of Canaan, have been built before Zoan, a city in 
the land of Egypt, occupied by the descendants of Mizraim? 


NOTES 
But we have obtained only, etc. - 31494 andy xb UNI: 
In the Midrash Tanhuma (Ha‘azinu 7), similar ‘explanations O 


the names of all of the spies are given, citing Rabbi Moshe 
HaDarshan. 


This teaches that Caleb separated himself - wysw aan 
abe: The commentaries add proofs from the verses for this 
assertion that Caleb separated himself from the other spies 
and went to Hebron. The verse states: “And | will bring him 
o the land to which he went” (Numbers 14:24), and in the 
book of Joshua it is stated that Caleb asked specifically 
or Mount Hebron as his inheritance: “Now therefore give 
me this mountain, from which the Lord spoke in that day” 
Joshua 14:12). 


Another spirit with him — jay mny mn: The Maharsha 
explains that as opposed to the other spies, who followed 
heir animalistic spirit, Caleb followed his human spirit, or 
soul. Others explain that “another spirit” refers to the spirit 
of the forefathers accompanying him to save him from the 
counsel of the other spies (/yyun Ya'akov; Rabbi David Luria). 
Alternatively, the word spirit is interpreted to mean direction, 
meaning that Caleb went in a different direction, so to speak, 
than did the other spies (Sefat Emet). 


BACKGROUND 

Anat, Alush, Talbush - wisn whe May: The locations of 
these cities are unknown. They were apparently located in 
Eretz Yisrael or nearby. It is possible that the city of Alush that 
is mentioned here is the place with the same name that is 
mentioned among the travels of the Jewish people in the 
wilderness (Numbers 33:13). It would also make sense that 
Anat refers to Anathoth, which is in the portion of Benjamin. 
There were apparently large stones in these places, pos- 
sibly dolmens, that looked like they had been assembled 
by giants. 
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NOTES 


That Hebron was seven times more fruitful [mevunna] - 
myawn INK by ANIA AAW: It is not surprising that Ham 

gave his youngest son an inheritance superior to the inheri- 
tance of his other sons, as there are many examples in the 

Bible of a father favoring his youngest son over the others. 
However, a father would first attend to the needs of his older 
sons before those of the youngest (/yyun Ya'akov). According 

to this interpretation, when the verse states: “Now Hebron 

was built seven shanim before Zoan of Egypt,” the phrase 

“seven shanim” does not mean seven years, but rather sev- 
enfold, as in the word mishne, which means double (Haketav 
VehaKabbala). 


BACKGROUND 
Stonier land — wW: This refers to very hard land that 
cannot be worked and used for agriculture. Generally, this 
kind of land is found in rocky areas where even the earth 
between the stones is too hard to be used for agriculture. 


The earth is thin - Ky% xpos: Grain needs very deep 
earth in order to grow. Crops are generally grown in land 
that is suitable for intensive working, while sheep generally 
graze on the stubble that is left after the crops are harvested. 
Although shallow earth that rests on top of stone is not 
suitable for growing crops, other plants that have shorter 
roots can grow in this kind of earth. The nutritional value of 
such plants will be greater than straw and fatten the animals 
that graze there. 


—__——— HALAKHA 
Rams from Moab - axian aoe: One who brings an 
offering must bring from the choicest selection. There- 
fore, animals for sacrifices were brought from the places 
where the livestock was superior: Rams were brought from 
Moab, broad-shouldered sheep from Hebron, calves from 
the Sharon, and chicks from Har HaMelekh (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 7:1-2). 
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So too their going was with wicked counsel - nya ayaa 
my; One explanation of this statement is that just as their return 
to the wilderness was guided by wicked counsel, so too, their 
departure from the Valley of Eshkol was guided by wicked 
counsel (Sefat Emet). According to this explanation, Rashi's 
statement (see Numbers 13:3) that when the spies left for Eretz 
Yisrael they were considered upright and flawless does not 
contradict this statement, as they were righteous until they 
reached Eretz Yisrael. 


The mnemonic truth, alone [/evado], borrowing - mnax pao 
avn yaa: This is a mnemonic for the statements said by Rabbi 
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Rather, the meaning of the verse is that Hebron was seven times 
more fruitful [mevunna]" than Zoan. And there is no stonier 
land’ in Eretz Yisrael than Hebron. This is evident because 
they would bury the dead there, just as the forefathers were 
buried there. This was done only in land that was not suitable for 
agriculture. And ofall the lands, there is none ofa higher quality 
than the land of Egypt, as it is stated: “Like the garden of the 
Lord, like the land of Egypt” (Genesis 13:10). And there was no 
higher-quality land in all of the land of Egypt than Zoan, as it 
is written with regard to Pharaoh’s ministers, who would certainly 
have lived on the finest land in the country: “For his princes are 
in Zoan” (Isaiah 30:4). And even so, Hebron was seven times 
more fruitful than Zoan. 


The Gemara asks: But is the land in Hebron in fact stony? But 
isn’t it written: “And it came to pass at the end of forty years, 
that Absalom said to the king: I pray, let me go and pay my vow, 
which I have vowed to the Lord, in Hebron” (11 Samuel 15:7)? And 
Rav Avya says, and some say that it was Rabba bar bar Hanan: 
This means that Absalom went to bring sheep specifically from 
Hebron. And it is taught in a baraita (Tosefta, Menahot 9:13): One 
must bring the choicest animals to the Temple as offerings. Rams 
are brought from Moab," and sheep are brought from Hebron. 
This indicates that Hebron has rich land where fat and healthy 
sheep are raised. The Gemara answers: From this very source it 
can be proven that Hebron is not suitable for agriculture. Since 
the earth there is thin,’ it produces only grass for grazing and 
fattens the livestock. 


‘The verse states: “And they returned from spying out the land at 
the end of forty days. 


And they went and they came” (Numbers 13:25-26). Rabbi 
Yohanan says in the name of Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai: This 
verse likens their going to their coming. Just as their coming 
back was with wicked counsel, so too, their going to Eretz Yisrael 
was with wicked counsel.’ 


The Torah states: “And they told him, and said: We came to the 

land to which you sent us, and it also flows with milk and honey” 
(Numbers 13:27), and then it is written: “However the people 

that dwell in the land are fierce” (Numbers 13:28). Why did the 

spies praise the land and then slander it? Rabbi Yohanan says 

three statements in the name of Rabbi Meir, represented by the 

mnemonic device: Truth, alone, borrowing." The first statement 

answers this question: Any slander that does not begin with a 

truthful statement’ ultimately does not stand, i.e., it is not 

accepted by others. 


NOTES 


Yohanan in the name of Rabbi Meir in this tractate. The acronym 
should be: Truth, ensnared [lekhado], borrowing, as elsewhere 
(42b), Rabbi Yohanan quotes the statement of Rabbi Meir: His 
own mouth ensnared that wicked one, and in another place 
(46b) he quotes Rabbi Meir with regard to anyone who does 
not lend and borrows. However, Rabbi Yohanan quotes Rabbi 


Meir in another place (36b): His bow returned to its strength, 


so perhaps the mnemonic should include that and be: Truth, 
returned, ensnared, borrowing (Heshek Shlomo). 


Slander that does not begin with a truthful statement — wh 
inna DAN 127 j2 pxW yr: The commentaries ask: ce 


did the spies lie about? The Maharsha explains that since the 
spies did not return with the basic food staples of wheat, barley, 
and olives, they implicitly told the people that the land did not 
produce sufficient food for sustenance. Furthermore, although 
the spies were not in Hebron, they nevertheless reported about 
the giants who lived there. Others explain that they lied in that 
they said: “The people that dwell in the land are fierce,’ even 
though the people of the land feared the Jewish people, as 
stated by Rahab (Joshua 2:10). Others suggest that they said 
Eretz Yisrael is “a land that eats its inhabitants” (Numbers 13:32), 
where people die frequently (see /r Binyamin). 
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The verse states: “And Caleb stilled [vayyahas] the people 
toward Moses” (Numbers 13:30). Rabba says: This means 
that he persuaded them [hesitan] with his words. Vayyahas 
and hesitan share the same root in Hebrew. 


How did he do so? Joshua began to address the people, and 
as he was speaking they said to him: Should this person, who 
has a severed head, as he has no children, speak to the people 
about entering Eretz Yisrael? 


Caleb said to himself: If I speak they will also say something 
about me and stop me from speaking. He began to speak 
and said to them: And is this the only thing that the son of 
Amram, Moses, has done to us? They thought that he wanted 
to relate something to the discredit of Moses, and they were 
silent. 


He then said to them: He took us out of Egypt, and split 
the sea for us, and fed us the manna. If he says to us: Build 
ladders and climb to the heavens, should we not listen to 
him? “We should go up at once,’ even to the heavens, “and 
possess it” (Numbers 13:30). 


The verses continue: “But the men that went up with him 
said: We are not able to go up against the people; as they are 
stronger than us” (Numbers 13:31). Rabbi Hanina bar Pappa 
says: The spies said a serious statement at that moment. 
When they said: “They are stronger,” do not read the phrase 
as: Stronger than us [mimmennu]," but rather read it as: 
Stronger than Him [mimmennu], meaning that even the 
Homeowner, God, is unable to remove His belongings from 
there, as it were. The spies were speaking heresy and claiming 
that the Canaanites were stronger than God Himself. 


The spies said: “It is a land that consumes its inhabitants” 


(Numbers 13:32). Rava taught: The Holy One, Blessed be 
He, said: I intended the land to appear to consume its inhabit- 
ants for their own good, but they considered this proof that 
the land was bad. I intended it for their good by causing many 
people to die there so that anywhere that the spies arrived, 
the most important of them died, so that the Canaanites 
would be preoccupied with mourning and would not inquire 
about them. And there are those who say that God caused 
Job to die at that time, and everyone in Canaan was preoc- 
cupied with his eulogy, and did not pay attention to the spies. 
However, the spies considered this proof that the land was 
bad and said: “It is a land that consumes its inhabitants.” 


The spies said: “And we were like grasshoppers in our own 
eyes, and so were we in their eyes” (Numbers 13:33). Rav 
Mesharshiyya says: The spies were liars. Granted, to say: 
“We were like grasshoppers in our own eyes,’ is well, but to 
say: “And so were we in their eyes,’ from where could they 
have known this? 


The Gemara responds: But that is not so, as when the Canaan- 
ites were having the mourners’ meal, they had the meal 
beneath cedar trees, and when the spies saw them they 
climbed up the trees and sat in them. From there they 
heard the Canaanites saying: We see people who look like 
grasshoppers in the trees. 


The verse states: “And all the congregation lifted up their 
voice and cried” (Numbers 14:1). Rabba says that Rabbi 
Yohanan says: That day was the eve of the Ninth of Av, and 
the Holy One, Blessed be He, said: On that day they wept a 
gratuitous weeping, so I will establish that day for them as a 
day of weeping for the future generations. 


Do not 
Him [mi 


NOTES 
read, than us [mimmennu] but rather, than 


immennu]- 4331 xx qa IPN by: Rashi omits 


this sentence, as the expression: Do not read, generally 
indicates that a different vocalization is being suggested. 


Here, ho 


wever, both readings are identical. According to 


the Arukh, the Gemara is pointing out that the verse does 


not use 


he term mennu, meaning: Than us; rather, it says 


mimmennu, meaning: Than him. Other commentaries 


explain 
ten with 


hat in Babylonia, the term mimmennu was writ- 
different punctuation for: Than us, and: Than him. 


Therefore, the Gemara, which was written in Babylonia, is 
teaching that it should be read not with the punctuation 
that would render it: Stronger than us, but with the punc- 


tuation that would render it: Stronger than him (Dunash; 
Rabbi Avraham Ibn Ezra; Rashba). 
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NOTES 


Their tongues were stretched out and fell upon their 
navels — onary by boy nsw) aayaw: The Iyyun Ya'akov 
explains that they received this punishment because 
they spoke slander about the land with their tongues 
and because Eretz Yisrael is called “the navel of the earth” 
(Ezekiel 38:12). 


Because he relieved himself [asa tzerakhav] in its pres- 
ence — 1352 V39% MbywW: Many commentaries ask how 
such a disgraceful thing could be said about Uzzah, espe- 
cially in light of the Gemara's statement that he entered 
he World-to-Come. Some explain that he relieved himself 
ar away from the Ark but was facing in its direction, which 
is prohibited (see lyyun Ya‘akov). Another explanation, 
based on a midrash, is that the expression asa tzerakhav, 
iterally, cared for his needs, is a reference to the blessing 
one recites when donning his shoes in the morning: Who 
has provided me with all | need. In this context it refers 
o the fact that Uzzah put on his shoes in front of the Ark 
(see Anaf Yosef). 


BACKGROUND 


Diphtheria - 129x: This is an infectious disease that 
causes the mucous membrane of the throat to swell and 
creates a choking feeling. It is common among young 
children, and until recently, with the invention of a vac- 
cination against it, it was a fatal disease that caused its 
victims to die from choking. During the Second Temple 
period, people who served in the non-priestly watches 
would fast for one day each week, in the merit of which 
infants would not be afflicted with diphtheria. 
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‘The verse states: “But all the congregation bade stone them 
with stones” (Numbers 14:10), and it is written immediately 
afterward: “When the glory of the Lord appeared in the Tent 
of Meeting” (Numbers 14:10). Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba says: 
This teaches that they took stones and threw them upward as 
if to throw them at God. 


The verse states: “And those men who brought out an evil 
report of the land, died by the plague before the Lord” (Num- 
bers 14:37). Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish says: This means that 
they died an unusual death. Rabbi Hanina bar Pappa says 
that Rabbi Sheila Ish Kefar Temarta taught: This teaches that 
their tongues were stretched out from their mouths and fell 
upon their navels," and worms were crawling out of their 
tongues and entering their navels, and worms were likewise 
coming out of their navels and entering their tongues. This 
is the painful death that they suffered. And Rav Nahman bar 
Yitzhak says: They died of diphtheria,’ which causes one to 
choke to death. 


§ The Gemara returns to discuss the entry of the Jewish people 
into Eretz Yisrael. And once the last one of the Jewish people 
ascended out of the Jordan, the water returned to its place, 
as it is stated: “And it came to pass, as the priests that bore 
the Ark of the Covenant of the Lord came up out of the midst 
of the Jordan, as soon as the soles of the priests’ feet were 
drawn up unto the dry ground, that the waters of the Jordan 
returned to their place, and went over all its banks, as it had 
before” (Joshua 4:18). The Gemara understands that the priests 
who carried the Ark stood in the water until all of the Jewish 
people passed through the Jordan. Once all the Jewish people 
had reached the other side of the Jordan, the priests stepped back 
from the water and the Jordan returned to its natural state. 


It follows that the Ark and its bearers and the priests were on 
one side of the Jordan, the east side, and the rest of the Jewish 
people were on the other side, the west side. Subsequently, the 
Ark carried its bearers in the air and crossed the Jordan, as it 
is stated: “When all the people were completely passed over, 
the Ark of the Lord passed on, and the priests, before the 
people” (Joshua 4:11). 


And over this matter Uzzah was punished for not taking proper 

care of the Ark, as it is stated: “And when they came to the 
threshing floor of Chidon, Uzzah put forth his hand to hold 
the Ark; for the oxen stumbled” (1 Chronicles 13:9). The Holy 
One, Blessed be He, said to him: Uzzah, the Ark carried its 
bearers when it crossed the Jordan; all the more so is it not clear 
that it can carry itself? 


§) The verse states: “And the anger of the Lord was kindled 

against Uzzah; and God smote him there for his error [hashal]” 
(11 Samuel 6:7). Rabbi Yohanan and Rabbi Elazar disagreed 

over the interpretation of this verse. One says: God smote him 

for his forgetfulness [shalo], because he did not remember that 

the Ark can carry itself. And one says: God smote him because 

he lifted the edges [shulayyim] of his garment in front of the Ark 
and relieved himself in its presence." 


The verse states: “And he died there with the Ark of God” 
(u Samuel 6:7). Rabbi Yohanan says: Uzzah entered the 
World-to-Come, as it is stated: “With the Ark of God.” 
Just as the Ark exists forever, so too, Uzzah entered the 
World-to-Come. 


The verse states: “And David was displeased [vayyihar] because 
the Lord had broken forth upon Uzzah” (11 Samuel 6:8). Rabbi 
Elazar says: Vayyihar means that his face changed colors and 
darkened like baked bread [harara] from displeasure. 
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The Gemara questions this statement: If that is so, anywhere that 
the word vayyihar is written, including when it is referring to God, 
should it be interpreted this way as well? The Gemara answers: 
There, it is written: “And the anger of the Lord was kindled 
[vayyihar af |” (11 Samuel 6:7), whereas here, the anger [af] is not 
written, but only vayyihar. Therefore it is interpreted differently. 


Rava taught: For what reason was David punished with Uzzah’s 
death? He was punished because he called matters of Torah: 
Songs, as it is stated: “Your statutes have been my songs in the 
house of my pilgrimage” (Psalms 19:54). 


The Holy One, Blessed be He, said to him: Matters of Torah are 
so difficult and demanding that it is written: “Will you set your 
eyes upon it? It is gone” (Proverbs 23:5), i.e., one whose eyes stray 
from the Torah even for a moment will forget it, and you call 
them songs? For this reason I will cause you to stumble in a matter 
that even schoolchildren know, as it is written with regard to the 
wagons brought to the Tabernacle: “And to the descendants of 
Kohath he did not give," because the service of the holy things 
belongs to them; they carry them upon their shoulders” (Numbers 
7:9). And although the Ark clearly must be carried on people’s 
shoulders, David erred and brought it in a wagon." 


§ When the Philistines returned the Ark during the period of 
Samuel, it is stated: “And He smote of the men of Beit Shemesh 
because they had gazed upon the Ark of the Lord” (1 Samuel 6:19). 
The Gemara asks: Because they gazed upon it, God smote them? 
Why did their action warrant this punishment? Rabbi Abbahu and 
Rabbi Elazar disagreed with regard to the interpretation of the 
verse. One says that they were punished because they were reaping 
their crops and prostrating themselves at the same time; they did 
not stop working in reverence for the Ark. And one says that they 
also spoke denigrating words: 


Who angered you, i.e., the Ark, so much that you became so angry 
that you gave yourself into captivity? And who came to you to 
appease you? 


The verse states: “And He smote of the people seventy men, fifty 
thousand men” (1 Samuel 6:19)." Rabbi Abbahu and Rabbi Elazar 
disagree over the interpretation of the verse. One says that there 
were seventy men, and each and every one of them was equivalent 
to fifty thousand men. And one says that there were fifty thousand 
men, and each and every one was equivalent to the seventy men 
in the Sanhedrin. 


With regard to David’s journey with the Ark to Jerusalem, the 
verse states: “And when they who carried the Ark of the Lord had 
gone six paces, he sacrificed an ox and a fatling” (11 Samuel 6:13). 
And it is written elsewhere that he sacrificed “seven oxen and 
seven rams” (1 Chronicles 15:26). Rav Pappa bar Shmuel says: 
For each and every step David took, he sacrificed an ox and a 
fatling, and for every six steps that he took, he sacrificed seven 
oxen and seven rams. 


Rav Hisda said to him: If that is so, and he sacrificed an offering for 
every step that he took, you have filled all of Eretz Yisrael with 
altars, as they had to build a new altar for each offering. Rather, Rav 
Hisda said: For every six steps he sacrificed an ox and a fatling, 
and for every six sets of six steps he sacrificed seven oxen and 
seven rams. 


NOTES 


And to the descendants of Kohath he did not give, 

etc. — "151 4m x5 nap rab: The question arises, how 
could it be that David and the entire nation forgot 
something that was explicitly written in the Torah? 
One answer is that David thought that this mitzva 

pertained only to Israel's travels in the wilderness, 
when the Ark was carried on a regular basis, but it did 

not apply at this later time (Keli Yakar). Others explain, 
based on the tradition that Saul took the tablets dur- 
ing the war with the Philistines and brought them 

to Shiloh, that during the time of David, the Ark con- 
tained only the broken tablets. Consequently, David 

believed that the halakhot of carrying the Ark did not 
apply in this situation (Zahav Sheva). Another possi- 
bility is that because the Ark was already returned to 

them on a wagon by the Philistines, they believed it 
was permitted to transport the Ark in that manner. 


HALAKHA 


They carry them upon their shoulders and brought 
it in a wagon — ax |NDa: When the Ark of the 
Covenant is carried from one place to another it may 
not be carried by an animal or on a wagon. Rather, 
it is a mitzva for people to carry it on their shoulders 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 2:12). 


NOTES 
Seventy men, fifty thousand men - wx Dyaw 
wx aby Dgan: It is explained in Targum Yonatan 
that the seventy elders of the nation died, and 
another fifty thousand from the rest of the nation 
died. 
The Maharsha explains that the Gemara deviates 
from the simple meaning that 50,070 men died, as, if 
this were the correct meaning, the verse should have 
written: Seventy men and fifty thousand men. Fur- 
thermore, the repetition of the word “men” indicates 
that the seventy men were actually fifty thousand 
men, as the Gemara explains. 
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NOTES 


At first a javelin [kidon] but ultimately established 
[nakhon] - yi23. 41034 i2 AMAA: According to one 
interpretation in the Arukh, the Gemara is saying that 
at first there was judgment [din] and then there was 
order [nakhon]. According to a second interpretation, 
kidon means tragedy or brokenness. Rashi suggests 
a similar explanation of the phrase, based on a verse 
from Job. 


An extra degree of understanding - APN 722: 
According to the opinion that the entire Torah was 
written on the stones, the extraordinary expertise of 
these scribes was expressed through their ability to 
copy the Torah within a few hours, before the stones 
were plastered over (see Josafot). Others explain 
that they managed to peel off the plaster from the 
stones without damaging the writing (Yagel Ya'akov). 
Another explanation is that although they could see 
only the plaster, the scribes understood that some- 
thing important was written underneath, and peeled 
off the plaster to copy it (Ben Yehoyada). 


LANGUAGE 
Scribes [noteirin] - pyi: From the Latin term 
notarius, which is perhaps borrowed from Greek. It 
refers to a scribe, a writer, or someone who copies 
official documents. 
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It is written that Uzzah died “when they came to the threshing 
floor of Chidon” (1 Chronicles 13:9), and elsewhere it is written 
that it was “the threshing floor of Nacon” (11 Samuel 6:6). Rabbi 
Yohanan says: At first the Ark was similar to a javelin [kidon], 
as it caused Uzzah’s death. But ultimately, after the people asked 
for forgiveness, it was established [nakhon]," i.e., placed, in the 
house of Obed Edom, where it was a source of blessing. 


§ The Gemara returns to the discussion of how the Ark was 
brought into Eretz Yisrael. You are found saying that there 
were three sets of stones. One is a set that Moses erected in the 
land of Moab, as it is stated: “Beyond the Jordan, in the land 
of Moab, Moses took upon himself to expound [be’er] this law, 
saying” (Deuteronomy 1:5). And it states there with regard to 
the mitzva to erect the stones on Mount Ebal: “And you shall 
write on the stones all the words of this law clearly elucidated 
[baer]” (Deuteronomy 27:8). It is derived through a verbal anal- 
ogy between the word “ber” that appears with regard to Moses, 
and the word “ba’er” that appears with regard to the mitzva to 
write the Torah on the stones on Mount Ebal that Moses also 
wrote down the Torah on stones. 


And there is one set that Joshua erected in the Jordan, as it is 
stated: “Joshua also set up twelve stones in the midst of the 
Jordan, in the place where the feet of the priests that bore the Ark 
of the Covenant stood, and they are there to this day” (Joshua 
4:9). And there is one set that Joshua erected in Gilgal, as it is 
stated: “And these twelve stones, which they took out of the 
Jordan, Joshua set up in Gilgal” (Joshua 4:20). 


The Sages taught: How did the Jewish people write the Torah? 
Rabbi Yehuda says: They wrote it on stones, as it is stated: 
“And you shall write on the stones all the words of this law” 
(Deuteronomy 27:8). And afterward they plastered them over 

with plaster. 


Rabbi Shimon said to him: According to your statement that 
they plastered over the writing, how did the nations of the world 
study Torah? He said to him: The Holy One, Blessed be He, 
granted them an extra degree of understanding," and they sent 
their scribes [noteirin],' and they peeled off the plaster and 
copied it down. And on account of this matter their decree to 
be sent to the pit of destruction was sealed, as once the Torah 
was in their possession they should have studied it, and they did 
not study. 


Rabbi Shimon says: That is not what happened. Rather, the 
Jewish people wrote the text of the Torah on top of the plaster, 
and they wrote below for the gentiles to read that the verse 
commands the Jewish people to destroy the gentile inhabitants 
of Eretz Yisrael: “Lest they teach you to do like all their abomi- 
nations” (Deuteronomy 20:18). You derive from the fact that 
they wrote this verse that if the gentiles who lived in Eretz Israel 
would have repented, the Jews would have accepted them, i.e., 
allowed them to live in Eretz Yisrael. 


Rava bar Sheila said: What is the reason for the opinion of 
Rabbi Shimon? As it is written: “And the peoples shall be as 
the burnings of plaster” (Isaiah 33:12). This is homiletically 
interpreted to mean that the nations were punished on account 
of matters of plaster, i.e., they did not study the Torah that was 
written on plaster. 


The Gemara asks: And how does Rabbi Yehuda, who holds that 
the Torah was not written on plaster, interpret this verse? The 
Gemara answers: He explains that the gentiles are like plaster; 
just as plaster has no remedy but burning, i.e., it is created by 
burning stone, so too, the nations of the world have no remedy 
other than burning in Gehenna. 
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In accordance with whose opinion is that which is taught in a 
baraita: The verse states: “When you go forth to battle against your 
enemies, and the Lord your God delivers them into your hands, 
and you take them captive” (Deuteronomy 21:10), implying that 
there is no obligation to destroy them, to include not only gentiles 
who are not Canaanites, but even Canaanites that are living out- 
side of Eretz Yisrael," as, if they repent, they are accepted and 
allowed to live in Eretz Yisrael. 


NOTES 


To include Canaanites that are living outside of Eretz Yis- 
rael- Yx? TINAY DW miat:The early commentaries have 
different opinions with regard to the relationship of the Jews to 
Canaanites living in Eretz Yisrael, Canaanites living outside of 
Eretz Yisrael, and other gentile nations who want to make peace 
with the Jews. This issue is dependent on another debate with 
regard to the offer that Joshua sent to the inhabitants of Eretz 
Yisrael to make peace with the Jewish people, as discussed in 
he Jerusalem Talmud: Was this offer dependent merely on their 
acceptance of the political rule of the Jews, or did they also 
have to agree to cease idol worship and to observe the seven 
oahide mitzvot? See a discussion of the different opinions 
in Lehem Mishne (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Melakhim 
UMilhemoteihem 6:1). The differing opinions with regard to that 


issue are dependent upon the understanding of the dispute 
between Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Shimon. Several commen- 
taries understand that the matter under discussion is whether 
or not there is a distinction with regard to the possibility of 
accepting Canaanites under Jewish rule between the Canaanites 
who lived in Eretz Yisrael and those who lived outside of Eretz 
Yisrael; other commentaries disagree. Furthermore, the reason 
behind the distinction requires clarification. It is possible that 
the verse stating: “You shall keep alive no one who breathes” 
(Deuteronomy 20:16), refers only to the Canaanites living in Eretz 
Yisrael, and only under certain circumstances. Alternatively, it is 
possible that once the Jewish people entered Eretz Yisrael, the 
Canaanites living there could no longer be trusted to accept 
the mitzvot. 
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In accordance with whose opinion is the baraita? It is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who holds that the 
verse: “You shall keep alive no one who breathes” (Deuteronomy 
20:16), is not referring to the gentiles living outside of Eretz Yisrael, 
because there is no concern that the Jewish people will learn “to 
do like all their abominations” (Deuteronomy 20:18), as these 
Canaanites are not located in Eretz Yisrael. 


§ The Gemara continues to discuss the entrance of the Jewish 
people into Fretz Yisrael: Come and see how many miracles were 
performed on that day:" The Jewish people crossed the Jordan, 
and they arrived at Mount Gerizim and Mount Ebal, which are 
more than sixty mil from the river, and on that day no entity was 
able to stand before them. And anyone who stood before them 
was immediately struck with diarrhea," as it is stated: “I will 
send My terror before you, and will confound all the people that 
you encounter” (Exodus 23:27). 


And similarly, the verse says: “Terror and dread falls upon them; 
by the greatness of Your arm they are as still as a stone; till Your 
people pass over, Lord” (Exodus 15:16). This alludes to the first 
arrival of the Jewish people in Eretz Yisrael, during the period 
of Joshua. The verse continues: “Till the people that You have 
gotten pass over” (Exodus 15:16). This alludes to the second 
arrival, when the Jews returned to Eretz Yisrael from Babylonia 
after the destruction of the First Temple. 


Accordingly, say from now that the Jewish people were worthy 
of having a miracle performed for them during the second 
arrival, just like they were worthy of having miracles performed 
for them during the first arrival, but their sin caused" them to 
enter Eretz Yisrael through a natural process, with the permission 
of the kings of other nations. 


NOTES 
How many miracles were performed on that day - 7123 
Dia inisa wya Da): This is the opinion of the mishna. 
However, the dissenting opinion of Rabbi Yishmael is cited 
in the Jerusalem Talmud, according to which the blessings 
and curses were recited fourteen years later, after Eretz 
Yisrael was conquered and divided among the tribes. See 
also the Maharsha, who points out that the blessings and 
curses appear in the book of Joshua only after the con- 
quest of Jericho and the city of Ai. 


Struck with diarrhea — 13 3: According to Rashi, this is 
derived from the phrase “And | will confound” He explains 
that this means that their intestines were confounded and 
their function disrupted. In contrast, the Maharsha explains 
that it is derived from the phrase “I will send My terror,’ as 
diarrhea can be caused by feelings of fear. 


Sin caused — Xont DBW: Rashi explains that the sins 
referred to here are the sins of the Jews during the period 
of the First Temple. The Ya’avetz asks why a later generation 
would be punished for those sins, which they did not com- 
mit. He explains that the sin that the Gemara speaks of is 
the sin of marrying gentile women, based on the verses in 
the books of Ezra and Nehemiah that state that the genera- 
tion that returned from Babylonia was guilty of this sin. 
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LANGUAGE 


They took [kippelu] - bap: The root kuf, peh, lamed has 
a similar meaning to the root khaf, peh, lamed; its basic 
meaning is to fold. More broadly, the word has several 
meanings, among them to take or remove an object, as 
is the case here. 


Hornet [tzira] - Ty: There are commentaries who 
maintain that this refers to a type of disease similar to 
leprosy (Ibn Ezra). However, most translators and com- 
mentaries explain that it is a type of flying insect. Accord- 
ing to this interpretation, tzira refers to the large hornet 
of the species Vespa orientalis commonly known as the 
Oriental wasp. The sting of this hornet is very painful, 
especially if it attacks a sensitive part of the body. An 
attack of swarming hornets can even prove to be fatal. 


Oriental wasp 


HALAKHA 

The stones of the ephod - Tiag 24%: According to the 
Rambam the names on the stones of the ephod were 
written in the following manner: There were twenty-five 
letters on each stone; the stone that has Reuben’s name 
on it was worn on the right shoulder, and the stone that 
has Simeon written on it was worn on the left shoulder 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 9:9). 


BACKGROUND 
The stones of the ephod — 7i57 nax: 


i¥TTELEe ea 


Replicas of the stones of the ephod according to the Rambam 
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The Gemara continues its description of the entrance into 
Eretz Yisrael during the period of Joshua: And afterward they 
brought the stones and built the altar on Mount Ebal, and 
plastered it over with plaster, and wrote on the stones all of 
the words of the Torah in seventy languages, as it is stated: 


“And you shall write on the stones all of the words of this law 


clearly elucidated” (Deuteronomy 27:8). 


And they sacrificed burnt-offerings and peace-offerings, 
and they ate and drank and celebrated, and they uttered 
the blessings, and they uttered the curses, and they took 
[kippelu]' the stones with them, and they arrived and slept 
in Gilgal, as it is stated: “And carry them over with you, and 
lay them down in the lodging place, where you shall lodge 
this night” (Joshua 4:3). 


One might have thought that they were required to place these 

stones at each and every lodging place where they stayed. 
Therefore, the verse states: “Where you shall lodge this night,” 
meaning only on that night. And it is written: “And those 

twelve stones, which they took out of the Jordan, Joshua set up 

in Gilgal” (Joshua 4:20). 


It is taught in a baraita (Tosefta 11:10): The hornet [tzira]' did 

not cross the Jordan with them. The Gemara asks: And did it 

not? But isn’t it written: “And I will send the hornet before 

you, which shall drive out the Hivites, and the Canaanites” 
(Exodus 23:28)? 


Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish says: The hornet stood on the 
banks of the Jordan and threw its venom at the inhabitants of 
the land and it blinded their eyes from above and castrated 
them from below, as it is stated: “Yet I destroyed the Amorites 
before them, whose height was like the height of the cedars, 
and they were strong as the oaks; yet I destroyed their fruit 
from above, and their roots from beneath” (Amos 2:9). 


Rav Pappa said: There were two hornets. One was the hornet 
of Moses, which helped conquer the eastern side of the Jordan, 
and one was the hornet of Joshua. The hornet of Moses did not 
cross the Jordan, but the hornet of Joshua did cross. 


§ It is stated in the mishna: Six tribes ascended to the top of 
Mount Gerizim, as it is stated: “Half of them in front of Mount 
Gerizim and the half of them in front of Mount Ebal” (Joshua 
8:33). The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of the term “and 
the half of them”? It seems to be referring to a division that 
already existed. Rav Kahana says: The same way that the 
tribes were divided up here on the mountains, so too were they 
divided on the stones of the ephod, a garment of the High 
Priest. 


The Gemara raises an objection to this answer: The High Priest 
had two precious stones on the part of the ephod that rested 
on his shoulders, one on this side and one on that side, and 
the names of the twelve tribes were written on them, six on 
this stone and six on that stone, as it is stated: “Six of their 
names on the one stone, and the names of the six that remain 
on the other stone, according to their birth” (Exodus 28:10). 


It is derived from the verse that only the names on the second 
stone were written according to the order of their birth: Gad, 
Asher, Issachar, Zebulun, Joseph, Benjamin. But the names on 
the first stone were not written according to the order of their 
birth, as Judah was written first, and afterward came Reuben, 
Simeon, Levi, Dan, and Naphtali. And there were fifty letters 
on the two stones of the ephod,"® twenty-five letters on this 
stone and twenty-five on that stone. 


Rabbi Hanina ben Gamliel says: 
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The names of the tribes were not divided on the stones of the ephod 
the same way that they were divided in the list found at the beginning 
of the book of Numbers (Numbers 1:1-15 ). Rather they were divided 
the way that they were divided in the second book, i.e., Exodus 
(Exodus 1:2-4). 


Howwere they written? On one stone, the names of the sons of Leah 
were written in the order of their birth: Reuben, Simeon, Levi, Judah, 
Issachar, and Zebulun. On the other stone the sons of Rachel were 
written. One, Benjamin, was written on this side, i.e., at the bottom of 
the list, and one, Joseph, was written on that side, i.e., at the top of the 
list. And the children of the handmaids, i.e., Bilhah and Zilpah, who 
were Dan, Naphtali, Gad, and Asher, were written on the second stone 
in the middle. 


But rather, if their names were not written in the order of their births, 
then how do I establish the meaning of the phrase: “According to 
their birth” (Exodus 28:10)? It means that their names were written 
according to the names that their father, Jacob, called them, and not 
according to the names that Moses called them. On the stones it said 
Reuben, and not Reubenites; Simeon, and not Simeonites; Dan, 
and not Danites; Gad, and not Gadites. This baraita contradicts Rav 
Kahana’s opinion, as according to all of the opinions in the baraita, the 
division of the names on the ephod is not identical to the division of 
the tribes on Mount Gerizim and Mount Ebal. The Gemara confirms: 
The refutation of the opinion of Rav Kahana is in fact a conclusive 
refutation. 


The Gemara asks: Rather, what is meant by the phrase: “And the half 
of them facing Mount Ebal” (Joshua 8:33)? It is taught in a baraita: 
The use of the definitive article in the verse indicates that the smaller 
half of the Jewish people was on Mount Ebal. The half that was facing 
Mount Gerizim was larger than the half on Mount Ebal, because the 
tribe of Levi was included in the group that was facing Mount Gerizim, 
and they remained on the bottom between the two mountains. 


The Gemara is puzzled by this statement: On the contrary, because 
the tribe of Levi remained on the bottom they were fewer in number. 
The Gemara answers: This is what the baraita is saying: Although the 
tribe of Levi was on the bottom, the descendants of Joseph were 
among them, and the tribe of Joseph was numerous, as it is stated: 

“And the children of Joseph spoke to Joshua, saying: Why did you 
give me a single lot and one part for an inheritance, seeing I am a 
great people, forasmuch as the Lord has blessed me thus, and Joshua 
said to them: If you are a great people, you should go up to the 
forest” (Joshua 17:14-15). 


The Gemara explains that Joshua said to them: Go and hide your- 
selves in the forests, so that the evil eye will not have dominion over 
you, as you are such a large number of people. The tribe of Joseph said 

to him: The evil eye does not have dominion over the offspring of 
Joseph, as it is written: “Joseph is a fruitful vine, a fruitful vine by a 

fountain” (Genesis 49:22), and Rabbi Abbahu says: Do not read the 

verse as saying: “By a fountain [alei ayin ]”;" rather, read it as: Those 

who rise above the evil eye [olei ayin], teaching that Joseph and his 

descendants are not susceptible to the evil eye. 


The Gemara cites an alternative source for the assertion that the evil 
eye holds no sway over Joseph and his descendants: Rabbi Yosei, son 
of Rabbi Hanina, said that it is derived from here: Jacob blessed 
Joseph's children and said: “And let them grow [veyidgu] into a multi- 
tude in the midst of the earth” (Genesis 48:16). Just as with regard 
to fish [dagim] in the sea, waters cover them and the evil eye there- 
fore has no dominion over them, so too, with regard to Joseph’s 
descendants, the evil eye has no dominion over them. 


NOTES 
By a fountain [alei ayin] - py 19y: Rabbeinu 
Hananel interprets this to mean: Leave [ali] us and 
go away, evil eye [ayin]. 
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BACKGROUND 

Here Benjamin is written in full - aby pana x37: The 
written form of the Torah as it appears in scrolls to this 
day lacks vowels. All Hebrew letters are consonants, but 
several letters occasionally serve as matres lectionis, 
Latin for mothers of reading, thereby contributing to the 
pronunciation of the words in which they appear. These 
letters are alef, heh, vav, and yod, which in the middle or 
end of a word might alter the sound and sometimes the 
meaning of the word. For example, the Hebrew name 
Benjamin can be written with two instances of the letter 
yod, or with only one. The former style is called malei, 
plene or full, and the latter is called haser, defective. 


LANGUAGE 
Public [parhesya] - KoJa: From the Greek rappnoia, 
parrésia, meaning freedom of speech and free reign. The 
Sages use this word to refer to something that is done in 
public and is visible to all. 


His image [deyokeno] — i3957: This word is derived 
from Greek. Some explain that it comes from the word 
Seixavoy, deikanon, which refers to an engraved or 
embroidered image. However, the geonim explain that 
it is a combination of two Aramaic words, dio-ikonin, 
from the Greek eixwv, eikon, meaning image. The word 
therefore means a duplicate or copy of an image. 


NOTES 


His work — ingx: The Maharsha explains that the fact 
hat the verse states: “His work,’ rather than stating work, 
or his master's work, implies that he went to the house 
or his own purposes. 


From between his fingernails — Yt »31i5¥ pan: Rav 
Hai Gaon explains that the term fingernails is not to 
be understood literally. Rather, it means that his semen 
emerged without him engaging in sexual intercourse 
with her (see Ben Yehoyada). Others have an alterna- 
ive version of the text, according to which the Gemara 
states: His desire left him from between his fingernails. 
The meaning according to this version is apparently 
in accordance with the explanation of Rav Hai Gaon. 
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The Gemara asks with regard to the baraita that contradicts 

Rav Kahana’s opinion: Are these names of the tribes, which 

were written on the ephod, composed of a total of fifty letters? 

There are only forty-nine. Rabbi Yitzhak says: They added 

one letter to the name of Joseph [Yosef ] when it was written on 

the ephod, as it is stated: “He appointed it in Joseph [ Yehosef ] 

for a testimony when He went forth against the land of Egypt” 
(Psalms 81:6). 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak objects to this: We require the names 
to be written “according to their birth,” and Joseph was not 
called Yehosef from birth. Rather, the explanation is as follows: 
Throughout the entire Torah, the name of Benjamin is written 
without a second letter yod between the letters mem and nun, 
and here, where he is born, Benjamin is written in full,’ spelled 
with a second yod. As it is written: “But his father called him 
Benjamin” (Genesis 35:18). Therefore, his name was written on 
the ephod with a second yod, “according to his birth.” 


§ Rav Hana bar Bizna says that Rabbi Shimon Hasida says: 
Joseph, who sanctified the name of Heaven in private, had 
one letter of the name of the Holy One, Blessed be He, the 
letter heh, added to his name. Whereas in the case of Judah, 
who sanctified the name of Heaven in public [ befarhesya]' at 
the Red Sea during the exodus from Egypt, merited that his 
entire name is called by the name of the Holy One, Blessed be 
He, as the entire four-letter name of God can be found within 
Judah's name. 


The Gemara explains: What is the situation where Joseph sancti- 
fied God's name in private? As it is written: “And it came to pass 
ona certain day, when he went into the house to do his work” 
(Genesis 39:11). Rabbi Yohanan says: This teaches that both 
Joseph and Potiphar’s wife stayed in the house, as they intended 
to perform a matter of sin. With regard to the phrase “when 
he went into the house to do his work,” Rav and Shmuel 
engage in a dispute with regard to its meaning. One says: It 
means that he went into the house to do his work, literally. And 
one says: He entered the house in order to fulfill his sexual 
needs with her. 


The verse continues: “And there was none of the men of the 

house there within” (Genesis 39:11). The Gemara asks: Is it pos- 
sible that in such a large and important house like the house of 
that wicked man that no one was in there? The school of Rabbi 

Yishmael taught: That day was their festival day and they all 

went to their house of idol worship; and she told them that she 

was sick and could not go, as she said to herself: I have no day 

on which Joseph will attend to me like this day. 


The verse states: “And she caught him by his garment, saying: 
Lie with me” (Genesis 39:12). At that moment his father’s image 
[deyokeno]}' came and appeared to him in the window. The 
image said to him: Joseph, the names of your brothers are 
destined to be written on the stones of the ephod, and you are 
to be included among them. Do you desire your name to be 
erased from among them, and to be called an associate [ro’eh] 
of promiscuous women? As it is written: “But he who keeps 
company with harlots wastes his riches” (Proverbs 29:3), as he 
loses his honor, which is more valuable than wealth. 


Immediately: “And his bow abode [teishev] firm” (Genesis 
49:24). Rabbi Yohanan says in the name of Rabbi Meir: This 
means that his bow, i.e., his penis, returned [shava] to its 
strength, as he overcame his desire. The verse about Joseph 
continues: “And the arms of his hands were made supple” 
(Genesis 49:24), meaning that he dug his hands into the ground 
and his semen was emitted between his fingernails." 
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“By the hands of the Mighty One of Jacob” (Genesis 49:24): 

Who caused his name to be etched onto the stones of the 
ephod? It was only the might of Jacob. “From there, from 
the Shepherd, the Stone of Israel” (Genesis 49:24) means: 
From there, because of Joseph's ability to withstand this trial, 
he merited to become a shepherd [roeh] of the Jewish people, 
as it is stated: “Listen, O Shepherd of Israel, who leads like 
the flock of Joseph” (Psalms 80:2). 


It is taught in a baraita: Joseph was deserving of having twelve 
tribes descend from him, the same as twelve tribes descended 
from his father Jacob, as it is stated: “These are the genera- 
tions of Jacob, Joseph” (Genesis 37:2). This implies that every- 
thing that happened to Jacob was destined to happen to Joseph. 
However, he did not merit this because his semen was emitted 
from between his fingernails. And even so, the offspring 
that were meant to descend from him descended from his 
brother Benjamin, who had ten sons. And they were all named 
after Joseph, as it is stated: “And the sons of Benjamin: Bela, 
and Becher, and Ashbel, Gera, and Naaman, Ehi, and Rosh, 
Muppim, and Huppim, and Ard” (Genesis 46:21). 


The Gemara explains how each name relates to Joseph: Bela 
was named after Joseph, who was swallowed [nivla] among 
the nations. And Becher received that name because Joseph 
was the firstborn [bekhor] ofhis mother, Rachel. And Ashbel 
received his name because God sent Joseph into captivity 
[shevao El] in Egypt. Gera was named after Joseph, who 
dwelled [gar] in a foreign land [akhsaneyut].' 


And Naaman was called that because Joseph was extremely 
pleasing [na’im]. Ehi and Rosh received these names, as Ben- 
jamin said: Joseph is my brother [ahi] and my leader [roshi]. 
Benjamin named his sons Muppim' and Huppim, as Benjamin 
said: Joseph did not see my wedding canopy [huppa] and I 
did not see his wedding canopy. And Ard was named after 
Joseph, who descended [yarad] to the lands of the nations of 
the world. Some say that the name Ard means that Joseph's 
face was similar in its beauty to a rose [vered]. 


Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba says that Rabbi Yohanan says: When 
Pharaoh said to Joseph: “And without you no man shall 
lift up his hand or his foot in all the land of Egypt” (Genesis 
41:44), Pharaoh’s astrologers said: You will appoint a slave 
whose master bought him for twenty silver coins to rule 
over us? He said to them: I perceive royal characteristics 
[ginnunei malkhut]' in him and see that he was not initially 
a slave. 


They said to him: If that is so and he is a child of royalty, he 
should know the seventy languages" that all kings’ children 
learn. The angel Gabriel then came and taught him the seventy 
languages, but he could not learn all of them. Gabriel then 
added one letter, the letter heh, to Joseph’s name from the 
name of the Holy One, Blessed be He, and then he was able 
to learn the languages, as it is stated: “He appointed it in 
Joseph [Yehosef] for a testimony, when he went forth against 
the land of Egypt, the speech of one that I did not know I 
heard” (Psalms 81:6). And the next day, when he appeared 
before Pharaoh, in every language that Pharaoh spoke with 
him, he answered him. 


Joseph then spoke in the sacred tongue, Hebrew, and Pharaoh 

did not know what he was saying. Pharaoh said to him: Teach 
me that language. He taught him, but he could not learn it. 
Pharaoh said to him: Take an oath for my benefit that you will 
not reveal that I do not know this language. He took an oath 
for his benefit. 


LANGUAGE 
Foreign land [akhsaneyut] — nvypaw: This word is used 
here in an unusual fashion, as a derivative of the Greek 
£évia, xenia, which refers to an alien, or foreigner or guest 
status. 


Royal characteristics [ginnunei malkhut] - mada 1033: 
According to Rashi, this word is similar to the word color 
[gavan] and it is borrowed here to refer to a behavior or a 
mannerism of royalty. In Arukh the text reads ginisi, which is 
apparently derived from the Greek yéveotc, genesis, mean- 
ing origin or source. In this Gemara it means that Pharaoh 
saw signs that Joseph came from royal lineage. 


NOTES 


Muppim - wa: The meaning of this name is not explained 
here. Rashi quotes the Midrash Tanhuma, which explains 
hat Joseph studied from the mouth [mippeh] of Jacob 
he same way Jacob himself studied from his teachers. A 
similar interpretation is found in Bereshit Rabba, where it 
is also explained that the name Muppim is derived from 
he word beauty [yof]. The explanation of Targum Yonatan 
is that Joseph was sold to Muf, another name for Egypt. 


Seventy languages — wy DYW: It appears from here 
hat Hebrew is not counted as one of the seventy lan- 
guages, and that the Jewish people are accordingly not 
counted as one of the seventy nations (Tosefot HaRash; 
Tosefot HaRosh). 
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NOTES 


Tradition — nhap: The term tradition, or the texts of 
tradition, refers to the Prophets and Writings sections 
of the Bible, as opposed to the Torah. Some explain 
that the term tradition is used to refer to matters 
whose status and sanctity are derived from oral tradi- 
tion and not from the written Torah. Others explain 
that the statements of the Prophets are called tradi- 
tion, kabbala, from the word kevila, meaning rebuke. 
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Years later, when Joseph said to Pharaoh: “My father made me 
swear, saying” (Genesis 50:5) that I would bury him in Eretz 
Yisrael, Pharaoh said to him: Go request the dissolution of your 
oath. Joseph said to him: And should I also request dissolution 
for the oath that I took for your benefit? And consequently, even 
though Pharaoh was not amenable to letting Joseph go, he wor- 
ried that Joseph would then request dissolution for the oath that 
he had taken for his benefit, and Pharaoh therefore said to him: 


“Go up and bury your father according to what he made you 


swear” (Genesis 50:6). 


§ What was the incident where Judah sanctified God’s name in 
public? As it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Meir would say: 
When the Jewish people stood at the Red Sea, the tribes were 
arguing with one other. This one was saying: I am going into 
the sea first, and that one was saying: I am going into the sea 
first. Then, in jumped 


the tribe of Benjamin and descended into the sea first, as it is 
stated: “There is Benjamin, the youngest, ruling them [rodem]” 
(Psalms 68:28). Do not read it as: “Ruling them [rodem]”; 
rather, read it as: Descending [red] into the sea [yam]. And 
the princes of the tribe of Judah were stoning them [rogmim 
otam] for plunging in first and not in the proper order, as it is 
stated in the continuation of the verse: “The princes of Judah, 
their council [rigmatam]” (Psalms 68:28). 


Therefore, Benjamin the righteous was privileged to serve as 
host to the Divine Presence of the Almighty, as the Temple was 
built in the territory of Benjamin, as it is stated in Moses’ blessing 
for the tribe of Benjamin: “The beloved of the Lord shall dwell in 
safety by Him; He covers him all the day, and He rests between 
his shoulders” (Deuteronomy 33:12). 


Rabbi Yehuda said to Rabbi Meir: That is not how the incident 
took place. Rather, this tribe said: I am not going into the sea 
first, and that tribe said: I am not going into the sea first. Then, 
in jumped the prince of Judah, Nahshon ben Amminadab, and 
descended into the sea first, accompanied by his entire tribe, as 
itis stated: “Ephraim surrounds Me with lies and the house of 
Israel with deceit, and Judah is yet wayward toward God [rad 
im El]” (Hosea 12:1), which is interpreted homiletically as: And 
Judah descended [rad] with God [im El]. 


And in this regard, the tradition," i.e., the Writings, explicates 
Nahshon’s prayer at that moment: “Save me, God; for the waters 
are come in even unto the soul. I am sunk in deep mire, where 
there is no standing...let not the water flood overwhelm me, 
neither let the deep swallow me up” (Psalms 69:2-3, 16). 


At that time, Moses was prolonging his prayer. The Holy One, 
Blessed be He, said to him: My beloved ones are drowning 
in the sea and you prolong your prayer to me? Moses said 
before Him: Master of the Universe, but what can I do? God 
said to him: “Speak to the children of Israel that they go for- 
ward. And you, lift up your rod and stretch out your hand” 
(Exodus 14:15-16). 


For this reason, because Nahshon and the tribe of Judah went 
into the sea first, the tribe of Judah merited to govern Israel, 
as it is stated: “Judah became His sanctuary, Israel His domin- 
ion. The sea saw it and fled” (Psalms 114:2-3). The baraita inter- 
prets the verses in this manner: What is the reason that Judah 
became His sanctuary and Israel came under His dominion? 
It is because “the sea saw it and fled.” 
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§ The Gemara returns to discussing the blessing and curses. It is 
taught in a baraita (Tosefta 8:9) that Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov says: 
It is impossible to say that the tribe of Levi stood below,’ between 
the two mountains, as it is already stated that they were above, in 
the verse: “These shall stand on Mount Gerizim to bless the people 
when you have passed over the Jordan: Simeon and Levi and Judah” 
(Deuteronomy 27:12). And it is impossible to say that they stood 
above on the mountain because it is already stated: “And all of Israel, 
and their elders and officers, and their judges, stood on this side of 
the Ark and on that side before the priests the Levites” (Joshua 8:33). 
This shows that the Levites stood below, between the mountains, with 
the Ark. 


How is this possible? Only the Elders of the priesthood and the 
Levites stood below, and the rest of the Levites stood above on the 
mountain. Rabbi Yoshiya says: Any Levite who was fit to serve in 
the Temple stood below, between the mountains, and the rest of the 
tribe, who were too young or too old to serve in the Temple, stood 
above on the mountain. 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: Both the Levites and the Israelites 
were standing below. They turned to face Mount Gerizim and 
opened with a blessing, and then they turned toward Mount Ebal 
and opened with a curse. Therefore, what is the meaning of the 
verse: “These shall stand on [al ] Mount Gerizim to bless the people” 
(Deuteronomy 27:12)? “Al” means adjacent to the mountain but not 
actually on the mountain itself. 


As it is taught in a baraita that discusses the shewbread: “And you 
shall put pure frankincense on [al] each row” (Leviticus 24:7). 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: “Al” in this instance means adjacent to. 
Do yousay that “al” means adjacent to, or perhaps it carries only its 
literal meaning of “on”? When it says in the verse: “And you shall 
screen the Ark [al haAron] with the curtain” (Exodus 40:3), the 
word “al” cannot mean on, as the curtain that separated the Sanctuary 
and the Holy of Holies was not placed on top of the Ark, but near it. 
Therefore, you must say that “al” means adjacent to. 


§ Itis stated in the mishna: They turned to face Mount Gerizim and 
opened with a blessing: Blessed be the man who does not make a 
graven or molten image (see Deuteronomy 27:15), and these people 
and those people, i.e., the two groups standing on either mountain, 
answered: Amen. Then they turned to face Mount Ebal and opened 
with the curse: “Cursed be the man who makes a graven or molten 
image” (Deuteronomy 27:15), and these people and those people 
answered: Amen. The Sages taught ( Tosefta 8:10): The blessings and 
curses include a general blessing for one who fulfills the entire Torah, 
and a particular blessing for each individual statement mentioned 
in the blessings and curses. Likewise, there is a general curse for one 
who does not fulfill the entire Torah and a particular curse for each 
individual statement. And for each of the blessings and curses there 
is a mitzva to learn and to teach, and to keep and to perform." 
Consequently, 


NOTES 


Levi stood below — med nb: Tosafot quote an opinion found 
in the Jerusalem Talmud that like all the other tribes, the entire 
tribe of Levi stood at the top of the mountain. When the book of 
Joshua states that “the priests, the Levites” were standing near the 
Ark, it refers specifically to the priests, who are referred to in many 
places as the Levites. 


To keep and to perform — niwy sin: Usually the term to keep 
means to be careful not to violate prohibitions, and to perform 
means to fulfill positive mitzvot. The Maharsha explains, based 
on the calculations stated in the continuation of the Gemara, that 
that cannot be the meaning here. He therefore explains the term 


to keep as referring to studying Mishna, in accordance with the 
Sages interpretation of the term. In other words, one must strive 
not only to study the Torah, but also to remember it, or to keep 
it, through the study of Mishna. In lyyun Ya'akov this expression 
is interpreted according to the Gemara in tractate Firuvin (96a), 
which states concerning a similar phrase that when it is stated with 
regard to a positive mitzva, it is itself considered a positive mitzva, 
and when it is stated with regard to a prohibition, it is likewise 
considered a prohibition. Accordingly, to keep the mitzvot means 
to be extra careful and exacting in fulfilling the mitzvot, whether 
negative or positive. 
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every mitzva contains four aspects. Four general aspects and 
four specific aspects add up to eight. Eight blessings and eight" 
curses add up to sixteen. And so too at Mount Sinai, and so 
too at the plains of Moab, as it is stated: “These are the 
words of the covenant that the Lord commanded Moses to 
make with the children of Israel in the land of Moab, besides 
the covenant that He made with them in Horeb” (Deuter- 
onomy 28:69). And it is written: “Observe therefore the 
words of this covenant” (Deuteronomy 29:8). It follows 
that between the three events where sixteen covenants were 
made, God established forty-eight covenants for each and 
every mitzva. 


Rabbi Shimon excludes Mount Gerizim and Mount Ebal 
from this list because only some of the mitzvot were mentioned 
there, and he includes instead the covenant at the Tent of 
Meeting in the desert. 


The Gemara explains: And it is in the dispute between these 
tanna’im that they disagree, as it is taught in a baraita (Tosefta 
8:11): Rabbi Yishmael says: General statements were said at 
Sinai, i.e, Moses received general mitzvot at Sinai, including 
the Ten Commandments. And the details of the mitzvot were 
explained to Moses at a later time in the Tent of Meeting. 
Rabbi Akiva says: Both general statements and the details of 
mitzvot were said at Sinai, and later repeated in the Tent of 
Meeting, and reiterated a third time by Moses to the Jewish 
people in the plains of Moab. Rabbi Shimon holds in accor- 
dance with his teacher, Rabbi Akiva, and counts Mount Sinai 
and the Tent of Meeting Tent as two distinct places where all 
of the mitzvot were given. 


The baraita concludes: And there is no mitzva written 
in the Torah for which forty-eight covenants were not 
established. 


Rabbi Shimon ben Yehuda Ish Kefar Akko said in the name 
of Rabbi Shimon: There is no mitzva written in the Torah 
for which forty-eight covenants were not established 603,550 
times, corresponding to the population of the Jewish people 
in the desert. This is because each member of the Jewish people 
received the covenant both for himself and as a guarantor for 
the rest of the Jewish people. 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: According to the statement of 
Rabbi Shimon ben Yehuda Ish Kefar Akko, who spoke in the 
name of Rabbi Shimon, there is no mitzva in the Torah for 
which forty-eight covenants were not established 603,550 
times; it follows that for every one of the Jewish people there 
were 603,550 covenants. 


NOTES 


Eight and eight - mingi minw: Rashi explains that the first eight 
are the four aspects of the covenant, i.e, the general and particular 
blessings and curses, as they relate to learning and teaching the 
Torah; and the second eight are those four aspects as they relate 
to keeping and performing the Torah. The Maharsha questions 
why this would be a logical way to divide the total into two 


groups of eight, as opposed to one group of sixteen. He therefore 
explains that the first eight are the general and particular bless- 
ings as they relate to learning, teaching, keeping, and performing 
the Torah; and the second eight are the general and particular 
curses as they relate to the lack of fulfillment of the same (see 
lyyun Ya‘akov). 
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The Gemara asks: What is the difference between the statements 
of Rabbi Shimon ben Yehuda Ish Kefar Akko and Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi? What does the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi add? 
Rav Mesharshiyya said: The matter of a guarantor and a guaran- 
tor for a guarantor is the difference between them. According 
to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, every Jew is not only rendered a guaran- 
tor for every other Jew, but he is also rendered a guarantor for 
every other Jew’s responsibility as a guarantor. Therefore, accord- 
ing to his calculation, the number of covenants is multiplied again 
by 603,550. 


§ Rabbi Yehuda ben Nahmani, the disseminator® of Rabbi 
Shimon ben Lakish, taught: The entire passage’ of the blessings 
and curses is stated only in reference to an adulterer and 
adulteress. 


This is proved from the verse: “Cursed is the man who makes a 
graven or molten image” (Deuteronomy 27:15). Is a curse a 
sufficient consequence for the actions of an idol worshipper?" 
He has rebelled against the fundamental tenet of the Torah. 
Rather, this is referring to one who engaged in sexual inter- 
course with a forbidden relative and bore her a mamzer son. 
And the son, who is not allowed to marry a Jew of unflawed lin- 
eage, went to live among the other nations of the world and 
engaged in idol worship. His father and mother are cursed for 
causing him to worship idols. Likewise, the rest of the curses refer 
to sins that are the result of adultery. 


The Sages taught: “And you shall give the blessing on Mount 
Gerizim and the curse on Mount Ebal” (Deuteronomy 11:29). 
Why must the verse state this? If it is to teach that the blessing 
must be given on Mount Gerizim and the curse on Mount Ebal, 
it is already stated: “These shall stand on Mount Gerizim to 
bless the people” (Deuteronomy 27:12), and it is written: “And 
these shall stand on Mount Ebal for the curse” (Deuteronomy 
27:13). Rather, the verse teaches that the proclamation of the 
blessing must precede the curse. 


One might have thought that all of the blessings should precede 
the curses. Therefore, the verse states “blessing” and “curse” in 
the singular, to teach that one blessing precedes each curse, 
but all of the blessings do not precede the curses. The blessings 
and curses were recited alternately, first one blessing and then 
one curse. 


And furthermore, the verse comes to juxtapose the blessing 
with the curse, to say to you that just as the curse is recited by 
the Levites, so too, the blessing is uttered by the Levites; and 
just as the curse is proclaimed loudly, so too, the blessing is 
proclaimed loudly; and just as the curse is proclaimed in the 
sacred tongue, Hebrew, so too, the blessing is proclaimed in 
the sacred tongue; and just as the curse is proclaimed both 
in general and in detail, so too, the blessing is proclaimed in 
general and in detail. And just as after the curse is uttered, both 
groups of people on each mountain respond and say amen, 
so too, after the blessing is uttered, both groups respond and 
say amen. 


MI S H N A How is the Priestly Benediction recited? 


In the country, i.e., outside the Temple, 
the priest recites the verses as three blessings," pausing between 
each verse while the people respond amen. And in the Temple, 
the priests recite all three verses as one blessing," after which 
the people respond: Blessed be the Lord, God, the God of Israel, 
from eternity to eternity, as is the customary response to blessings 
in the Temple. In the Temple, the priest utters the name of 
God 


BACKGROUND 
The disseminator [meturgeman] - myama: During 
talmudic times, it was common for the Sage to present his 
teachings quietly, oftentimes in Hebrew. The disseminator 
would translate [tirgem] and explain the teachings in 
Aramaic in an audible voice, so that the students would 
be able to listen and understand. 


NOTES 

The entire passage, etc. — 13) aap TOI bs: The Mahar- 
sha asks: Is it necessary to reinterpret the entire passage 
of the blessings and curses just because it is difficult to 
explain a single verse? He suggests a different interpreta- 
tion of the Gemara, according to which the word passage 
does not refer to all of the curses, but rather to that verse 
alone. Because it is separated from the other verses by a 
space in the Torah scroll, it is considered to be a distinct 
passage. However, the later commentaries point out that 
the Gemara’s use of the expression: The entire passage, 
does not fit this interpretation well. 


Is a curse a sufficient consequence for the actions of an 
idol worshipper - mb 93D wya: The Maharsha explains 
that the Gemara is not saying that because idol wor- 
ship is punishable by death, it is insufficient to say that 
someone who worships idols is cursed, as there are other 
sins mentioned in the curses that are also punishable by 
death, e.g., adultery. 

Rather, the Gemara is saying that idol worship is the 
most fundamental form of heresy, and it is therefore not 
sufficient for one who commits this sin to be cursed in this 
world; he is excluded from life in the World-to-Come too. 
This is not true in the case of adultery or any of the other 
sins mentioned in the curses. Although they are grave sins 
that render one liable to receive the death penalty, the 
sinner can still have a share in the World-to-Come. This 
seems to be Rashi’s understanding as well. 


HALAKHA 


In the country the priest recites the verses as three 
blessings — nis1a vow ADIK Wi mya: When the 
priests recite the Priestly Benediction outside of the 
Temple everyone present responds amen after each of 
the verses (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla UVirkat 
Kohanim 14:3; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 128:13). 


And in the Temple the priest recites one blessing - 
DN 733 wpa: When the Priestly Benediction is 
recited in the Temple, the people do not respond amen 
after each verse. Rather, all of the verses are recited as a 
single blessing, and all of the people respond afterward: 
Blessed be the Lord, God, the God of Israel from eternity 
to eternity (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla UVirkat 
Kohanim 14:9). 
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HALAKHA 


In the Temple the priest utters the name of God as it is 
written — i2033 OWA NX 1N wpa: When the priests 
bless the nation in the Temple, they utter the Tetragram- 
maton as it is written, i.e., yod, heh, vav, heh. Outside of the 
Temple, they use the substitute name of Lordship. After 
he death of Shimon Halzaddik, the priests ceased using 
he Tetragrammaton when blessing the nation, even in 
he Temple, so that no unworthy person would be taught 
he name. This is in accordance with the mishna here and 
he Gemara in tractate Yoma, 39b (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Tefilla UVirkat Kohanim 14:10-11). 


Lift their hands so they are aligned with their shoul- 
ders — (Pana 7333 "DY NX DRY: When the priests 

bless the people they must lift their hands to the level of 
their shoulders. According to the esoterica, the right hand 

should be lifted slightly higher than the left one (Rambam 

Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla UVirkat Kohanim 14:3; Shulhan 

Arukh, Orah Hayyim 128:12). 


And in the Temple, above their heads — 23 by wipan 
PWI: When the priests recite the blessing in the Temple, 
they lift their hands above their heads, except for the 
High Priest, who does not lift his hands higher than the 
frontplate (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla UVirkat 
Kohanim 14:9). 


So you shall bless, in the sacred tongue - 12727 713 
wip wha: The priests may recite the Priestly Bene- 
diction only in Hebrew (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Tefilla UVirkat Kohanim 14:11; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
128:14). 


So you shall bless, while standing - maya 3927 A: 
The priests may recite the Priestly Benediction only while 
standing (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla UVirkat 
Kohanim 14:11). 


Performs the Temple service while standing - nywa 
mpaya: The Temple service must be performed while 
standing. Anyone who serves in the Temple while 
sitting has desecrated the sanctity of the Temple, and 
his service is invalid (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat 
HaMikdash 5:16). 


BACKGROUND 
Frontplate - y*¥: The frontplate of the High Priest was 


a plate of gold on which the words: “Sacred to the Lord” 


(Exodus 28:36), were engraved. This plate was tied to the 
forehead of the High Priest, adjacent to where his hairline 
began. 

The frontplate was one of the eight priestly vestments 
that made up the raiment of the High Priest. It is one of 
the four vestments that are called the golden vestments. 
The High Priest would wear all eight vestments the year 
round, except during part of the Yom Kippur service, 
when he would wear only the four white vestments that 
all priests wore. 
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as it is written" in the Torah, i.e., the Tetragrammaton, and in the 

country they use its substitute name of Lordship. In the country, 
the priests lift their hands so they are aligned with their shoul- 
ders" during the benediction. And in the Temple they lift them 

above their heads," except for the High Priest, who does not lift 
his hands above the frontplate.® Since the Tetragrammaton is 

inscribed on it, it is inappropriate for him to lift his hands above it. 
Rabbi Yehuda says: Even the High Priest lifts his hands above 

the frontplate, as it is stated: “And Aaron lifted up his hands" 

toward the people and blessed them” (Leviticus 9:22). 


G E M ARA The Sagn taught: The mitzva given to the 


priests: “So you shall bless the children of 
Israel” (Numbers 6:23), is that they bless them in the sacred 
tongue," Hebrew. Do you say that the benediction must be recited 
in the sacred tongue, or perhaps it may be recited in any lan- 
guage? The baraita answers: It is stated here, with regard to the 
Priestly Benediction: “So you shall bless,’ and it is stated there, 
with regard to the blessings and curses: “These shall stand on 
Mount Gerizim to bless the people” (Deuteronomy 27:12). There 
is a verbal analogy between these two usages of the word “bless”: 
Just as there, the blessings and curses were recited in the sacred 
tongue, as stated above (33a), so too here, the Priestly Benediction 
is recited in the sacred tongue. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: It is not necessary to derive this from a verbal 
analogy, as it says with regard to the Priestly Benediction: “Thus,” 
which means that it is not recited correctly unless they recite it in 
this exact language, as it is written in the Torah. 


It is taught in another baraita: “So you shall bless,” means while 
standing." Do you say that the benediction must be recited while 
standing, or perhaps it may even be recited while sitting? It is 
stated here: “So you shall bless,” and it is stated there, with regard 
to the blessings and curses: “These shall stand on Mount Gerizim 
to bless.” Just as there, the blessing was recited while standing, so 
too here, the priests must recite the Priestly Benediction while 
standing. 


Rabbi Natan says: It is not necessary to derive this from a verbal 
analogy, as it says in the verse: “At that time the Lord separated the 
tribe of Levi to bear the Ark of the Covenant of the Lord, to stand 
before the Lord to minister to Him and to bless in His name” 
(Deuteronomy 10:8). Just asa priest performs the Temple service 
while standing,"" so too, he blesses while standing. The Gemara 
asks: And from where do we derive that he performs the service 
itself while standing? As it is written: “To stand to minister in the 
name of the Lord” (Deuteronomy 18:5). 


NOTES 


As it is stated: And Aaron lifted up his hands, etc. - xW*1 WaKaw 
ADT DX jx: The mishna seems to imply that Rabbi Yehuda 
presents a proof from this verse for his opinion that the High 
Priest does lift his hands above the frontplate, as it is stated that 


commentaries, other possible implications of this comparison 
between the service in the Temple and the Priestly Benedic- 
tion are discussed. For example, they discuss whether a priest 
who became an apostate and then repented is again permitted 


Aaron lifted up his 
in Tosefot Yom Tova 
found to be difficu 
ation of Rabbi Yeh 
principal ruling stat 
must be recited wi 


ands when he recited the blessing. However, 
nd other commentaries, this understanding is 
t. They explain that the verse is not a continu- 
uda’s statement. Rather, it is a proof for the 
ed in the mishna, that the Priestly Benediction 
h lifted hands. 


Just as a priest performs the Temple service while standing — 


maya mw ma: 


n Tosefot HaRash, Tosefot HaRosh, and other 


to recite the benediction, or whether it is prohibited for him 
to do so just as he is prohibited from performing the Temple 
service. According to the Rambam, it is apparently prohibited. 
However, according to other commentaries, since the bene- 
diction is recited outside of the Temple, the priest should be 
allowed to recite it. Others draw a distinction between a priest 
who had merely become an apostate and one who engaged 
in idol worship. 
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It is taught in another baraita: “So you shall bless” means with 

lifted hands. Do you say that the priests must recite the benedic- 
tion with lifted hands, or perhaps they may recite it without lifted 

hands? Itis stated here: “So you shall bless,” and itis stated there, 
with regard to the dedication of the Tabernacle: “And Aaron lifted 

up his hands toward the people and blessed them” (Leviticus 

9:22). Just as there, Aaron blessed the nation with lifted hands, so 

too here, the Priestly Benediction is recited with lifted hands. 


This halakha was difficult for Rabbi Yonatan" to understand: If 
this halakha is derived from the dedication of the Tabernacle, then 
why not also say: Just as there, the High Priest was the one who 
recited the blessing, and it was the New Moon, and the offerings 
that were brought were a communal service, so too here, the 
Priestly Benediction must be recited only by the High Priest, and 
on the New Moon, and when performing a communal service? 


Rabbi Natan says: It is not necessary to derive from a verbal 
analogy that the Priestly Benediction is recited with lifted hands, 
as it says with regard to Aaron: “To stand to minister in the name 
of the Lord, him and his sons forever” (Deuteronomy 18:5). In 
this verse, his sons are juxtaposed with him. Just as Aaron recited 
the Priestly Benediction with lifted hands, so too, his sons recite 
the benediction with lifted hands. And furthermore, it is written 
“forever,” which indicates that it is referring not only to special 
occasions. And although the verse is not referring to the Priestly 
Benediction, the benediction is juxtaposed to the Temple service 
in another verse: “To minister to Him and to bless in His name” 
(Deuteronomy 10:8). 


And it is taught in another baraita: “So you shall bless the chil- 
dren of Israel” means the blessing should be recited with the 

ineffable name. Do you say that the Priestly Benediction must be 

recited with the ineffable name, or perhaps it is recited with only 

the substitute name, Adonai? The verse states: “So shall they put 

My name” (Numbers 6:27), which means My name that is unique 

to Me. 


One might have thought that even in the outlying areas, outside 

the Temple, this ineffable name is used. It is stated here, with 

regard to the Priestly Benediction: “So shall they put My name,” 
and it is stated there, with regard to the place one must sacrifice 

offerings: “The place that the Lord your God has chosen out of 
all your tribes to put His name there” (Deuteronomy 12:5). The 

verbal analogy teaches that just as there, the expression “to put 

His name there’ is referring to the Temple, so too here, the mitzva 

of “so shall they put My name” applies in the Temple and not 

anywhere else. 


Rabbi Yoshiya says: It is not necessary to derive this halakha from 
the verbal analogy, as it can be derived from a verse. It says in the 
verse: “In every place where I cause My name to be mentioned 
I will come to you and bless you” (Exodus 20:20). Does it enter 
your mind that this verse literally means that the Divine Presence 
will be revealed everywhere? Rather, this verse must be inter- 
preted by transposition. It must be reordered and read as follows: 
In every place where I will come to you and bless you, there I 
will cause My name to be mentioned. Rabbi Yoshiya explains that 
God is stating: And where will I come to you and bless you? In 
the Temple. Therefore, he derives: There, in the Temple, I will 
cause My name to be mentioned, but the ineffable name is not 
mentioned elsewhere. 


It is taught in another baraita: “So you shall bless the sons of 
Israel” (Numbers 6:23). I have derived only the halakha to bless 
the sons of Israel. From where do I derive the halakha of blessing 
converts, women, and emancipated slaves? The verse states 
immediately afterward: “You shall say to them,” meaning to all 
of the Jewish people. 


NOTES 

This halakha was difficult for Rabbi Yonatan - Kw? 
ma va mh: Tosafot explain that this statement is not 
part of the baraita. According to this explanation and 
according to the Sifrei, it seems that Rabbi Natan, who 
resolves the difficulty, is actually Rabbi Yonatan, who, 
after raising a difficulty with the source cited in the 
baraita, offers a different source. 
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HALAKHA 
Face-to-face — 33 
be delivered face-to- -face, with the priests and the people 
facing each other (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla UVirkat 
Kohanim 14:11; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 128:10, 23). 


When there are two priests, he calls: Priests - sip Dw 
D>: If there are a minimum of two priests, one of the con- 
gregants calls out to them: Priests, so that they may begin 
reciting the Priestly Benediction. The prayer leader himself 
may do this, and it is not considered an interruption of the 
prayer. There is a custom for him to raise his voice when he 
says the word: Priests, in the prayer that is recited prior to 
the Benediction (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla UVirkat 
Kohanim 14:8; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 128:10). 


NOTES 
Facing the back of the necks — 97iy 1333 D39: According 
to Rashi, this means that the priests face the backs of the 
congregation. Rabbeinu Hananel explains this differently: 
The congregation faces the backs of the priests, and the 
priests face the Divine Presence. 


But when there is one priest he does not call: Priest — 
1a NTP ivy anh: An opinion is cited in Tosefot HaRosh 
that this means that when there is only a single priest in 
the synagogue, he does not transgress by refraining from 
reciting the benediction. This is dependent on a dispute 
among the early commentaries over whether a single priest 
has an obligation to recite the benediction (Rambam; Meiri), 
or whether the obligation exists only when two priests are 
present (Tosafot on Menahot 44a). 


Perek VII 
Daf 38 Amud b 


NOTES 

And the halakha is not in accordance with the opinion 
of Rav Hisda - ton 271 emma xsd nhy: The halakha is 
in accordance with the opposite opinion stated in the Jeru- 
salem Talmud, which cites Rav Hisda in the opposite manner, 
that it is a mitzva for an Israelite to call up the priests. This is 
derived from the phrase “say to them,” which is interpreted 
to mean that someone else should call up the priests. For 
this reason, the Rambam rules that ideally an Israelite should 
call up the priests. 
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It is taught in another baraita: “So you shall bless,’ means 
that the priests must recite the Priestly Benediction face-to- 
face" with the congregation. Do you say that the Benediction 
must be recited face-to-face, or perhaps it is only recited 
with the faces of the priests facing the back of the necks" of 
the congregation? The verse states: “You shall say to them,” 


face-to-face, like a person who is talking to another. 


It is taught in another baraita: “So you shall bless” means that 
the benediction must be recited out loud. Or, perhaps, is it 
recited only in a whisper? The verse states: “You shall say to 
them,” like a person who is talking to another. 


Abaye said: We have a tradition with regard to the prayer leader 
calling the priests to recite the Priestly Benediction: When there 
are two priests, he calls: Priests," but when there is one priest 
he does not call: Priest," as itis stated: “You shall say to them,” 
in plural, meaning to a minimum of two priests. And Rav Hisda 
said: We have a tradition that a priest calls: Priests, but an 
Israelite does not call: Priests, as it is stated: “You shall say to 


them,” which means that the saying 


should be from them; one of the priests themselves should call: 
Priests. The Gemara concludes: And the halakha is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Abaye, that when only one priest is 

present, the prayer leader does not call: Priest. And the halakha 

is not in accordance with the opinion of Rav Hisda,™ as an 

Israelite may also call: Priests. 


§ The Gemara cites a mnemonic device for the statements of 
Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi: Desires the benediction, platform, 
during the service, cup, recognize, derives benefit, from a 
heifer. 


Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi says: From where is it derived 

that the Holy One, Blessed be He, desires the Priestly Bene- 
diction? As it is stated: “So shall they put My name upon the 

children of Israel, and I will bless them” (Numbers 6:27). 
This shows that God waits for the priests to bless the people, 
and only then He Himself blesses them. And Rabbi Yehoshua 

ben Levi says: Any priest who blesses" the people is blessed 

from Heaven, and one who does not bless the people is not 

blessed, as it is stated: “And I will bless those who bless you” 
(Genesis 12:3). 


HALAKHA 


And the halakha is not in accordance with the opinion of Rav 
Hisda - xon 277 pe xno my: The halakha is in accor- 
dance with the opinion “Cited i in the Jerusalem Talmud that the 
priests should be called up by an Israelite ab initio. If the prayer 
leader is a priest, then an Israelite should stand next to him and 
call to the priests instead (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 
UVirkat Kohanim 14:8; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 128:22). 


Any priest who blesses, etc. - 131 7122 1715 bs: Any priest 
who does not bless the people of Israel is not blessed in return, 
and a priest who blesses the people is in turn blessed (Rambam 
Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla UVirkat Kohanim 15:12). 
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And Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi says: Any priest who does not 
ascend the platform" to recite the Priestly Benediction violates 
three positive mitzvot:" “So you shall bless,’ “And you shall 
say to them” (Numbers 6:23), and “So shall they put My name” 
(Numbers 6:27). 


Rav says: One need be concerned that a priest who does not 
ascend to recite the Priestly Benediction is perhaps the son 
of a priest and a divorced woman, or the son of a priest and 
a yevama who has performed halitza [halutza]. Perhaps he 
does not ascend to recite the Priestly Benediction because he is 
disqualified from the priesthood. 


The Gemara comments: And they do not disagree. This state- 
ment of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi is referring to a case where he 
ascends periodically. Therefore, there is no reason to believe that 
he is disqualified from the priesthood, and the assumption is that 
he violates three positive mitzvot. Whereas that statement of Rav 
is referring to a case where one does not ascend to recite the 
Priestly Benediction even periodically, and therefore there is 
reason to suspect that he is disqualified from the priesthood. 


And Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi says: Any priest who does not 

ascend the platform during the blessing of the Temple service™ 

recited in the Amida prayer may no longer ascend to recite the 

benediction, as it is stated: “And Aaron lifted up his hands 

toward the people and blessed them; and he came down from 

offering the sin-offering, and the burnt-offering, and the peace- 
offerings” (Leviticus 9:22). Just as there, in the Tabernacle, 
Aaron lifted up his hands during the service, as evident from 

the fact that only after he blessed them does it say that he came 

down from sacrificing the offerings, so too here, in the Amida 

prayer, the Priestly Benediction is recited during the blessing of 
Temple service. 


The Gemara asks: Is that so? But didn’t the priests Rabbi Ami 
and Rabbi Asi ascend after the blessing of the service? The 
Gemara answers: Rabbi Ami and Rabbi Asi would begin walk- 
ing to the platform during the blessing of the service, but they 
would not arrive there until after the conclusion of this blessing. 
And this is sufficient in accordance with what Rabbi Oshaya 
taught: They taught that a priest may not recite the benediction 
if he did not ascend the platform during the blessing of Temple 
service only in a case where he did not begin walking. But if 
he began walking before the prayer leader finished the blessing, 
he may ascend the platform even after he has finished the 
blessing. 


And concerning this issue, we also learned in a mishna (Berakhot 
34a): A priest who serves as prayer leader does not recite the 
Priestly Benediction, but if he is certain that he can lift his 
hands" and recite the benediction, and then resume his prayer 
without becoming confused, he is permitted to do so. And we 
discussed it and raised the following difficulty: If he did not 
begin walking to ascend the platform during the blessing of the 
service, how is it permitted for him to recite the benediction? 
Rather, it must be explained that he moved slightly to show that 
he also wanted to ascend the platform. Here too, the statement 
of Rabbi Oshaya is referring even to a case where the priest 
uprooted himself slightly from his place during the blessing of 
the service. 


And Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi says: One may give a cup of 
blessing to recite the blessing of Grace after Meals only to some- 
one with a good eye, i.e., a generous person, as it is stated: “One 
who has a good eye will be blessed [ yevorakh]," for he gives of 
his bread to the poor” (Proverbs 22:9). Do not read it: “Will be 
blessed.” Rather, read it: Will bless [ yevarekh]. 


HALAKHA 


Any priest who does not ascend the platform - ;7> bs 
rod aby iyxw: If a priest is in the synagogue when 
they call the priests or is told to ascend the platform for 
the blessing, and if he does not do so when there is no 
reason why he may not go up to recite the blessing, it is 
considered as if he had violated three positive mitzvot. 
The Mishna Berura notes that in truth he actually has 
violated only one positive mitzva (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Tefilla UVirkat Kohanim 15:12; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 128:2). 


Any priest who does not ascend during the blessing 
of the Temple service — niaya mhiy ivg yia bp: Any 
priest who does not begin walking during the blessing of 
the Temple service in order to ascend to recite the Priestly 
Benediction may not recite the benediction during that 
prayer. If he did begin walking, even if he did not arrive at 
the platform until after the blessing of the Temple service, 
he may ascend and recite the benediction (Rambam Sefer 
Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla UVirkat Kohanim15:11; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 128:8). 


If he is certain that he can lift his hands, etc. - Ox 
13) va NYiaw invan: If the prayer leader is a priest, 
even if he is the only priest present, he may lift his hands 
and recite the Priestly Benediction only if he is certain that 
he can resume his prayer afterward without becoming 
confused. However, nowadays, as the prayer leader reads 
from a prayer book, the custom is that he recites the 
Priestly Benediction along with the other priests (Ram- 
bam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla UVirkat Kohanim 15:10; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 128:20). 


NOTES 
Violates three positive mitzvot - nwy nwa vay: 
According to the Rambam, this does not mean that a 
priest who does not recite the Priestly Benediction actu- 
ally violates three mitzvot. He violates only one mitzva, 
but the verse ascribes him blame tantamount to the 
transgression of three prohibitions. 


Who does not ascend during the blessing of the 
Temple service - 7iaya aby iyxw: In the Temple, the 
priests recite the benediction during the actual Temple 
service. However, in the Amida prayer, since the content of 
the benediction and of the blessing of Temple service are 
unrelated, the priests recite the benediction only after the 
blessings of the Temple service and thanksgiving, which 
are considered one and the same. Furthermore, the verse 
that states that Aaron blessed the people when he “came 
down from performing the sin-offering” indicates that the 
Priestly Benediction is recited after the Temple service 
(see Jerusalem Talmud Berakhot and Rabbi David Luria). 


One who has a good eye will be blessed [yevorakh] - 
‘JID x17 py iv: This homiletic interpretation is apparently 
based on the identical spelling of the words yevorakh, 
will be blessed, and yevarekh, will bless. The Maharsha 
explains that one who recites the blessings is himself 
blessed. Therefore, it is appropriate for a generous per- 
son to recite the blessing, so that he will receive more 
blessing. 

The Maharsha adds that the statement that one who is 
generous should recite the blessing applies to the Priestly 
Benediction as well, as the benediction should be recited 
with a generous attitude. For this reason, the blessing 
that the priests recite before the benediction includes 
the phrase: To bless His nation Israel with love. While the 
phrase: With love, is not mentioned in the Torah’s descrip- 
tion of the benediction, it is included in the blessing that 
the priests recite before the benediction to emphasize 
that the priests must deliver the blessing with a generous 
attitude toward the people. 
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NOTES 


Even birds recognize miserly people - nipiy box 
pya a pyar: The Maharsha explains that even 
though birds do not have the capacity for this aware- 
ness, God does not allow them to be trapped in the 
nets of misers. In addition, he provides a rational 
explanation of this statement. A generous person will 
sometimes put out food for birds without intending to 
trap them. For this reason, the birds come to eat the 
food that they place in their nets as well. This is not the 
case with miserly people. 


For in vain the net is spread, etc. — n7 7 BIND 
"131: Rashi explains that in context this verse pertains 
to people who steal, and it is understood that they do 
so because of their miserly nature. It should be noted 
that the subsequent verse states: “So are the ways of 
everyone who is greedy to gain profit; it takes away 
the life of its owners” (Proverbs 1:19). 


For their brethren who are in the fields — pam) 
NyWaw: It is explained in the Jerusalem Talmud (Bera- 
khot 5:4), that with regard to their brethren in the fields, 
it makes no difference whether the people are facing 
he priests or not. It is also explained there that it is 
sufficient that the women and children who are in 
he synagogue answer amen after the priests when 
here are no other Israelite men present. However, it 
appears from the Gemara here that if possible, ten 
priests must answer amen. The later commentaries 
explain that when there are no people present in the 
synagogue to be blessed, the benediction is recited 
only by rabbinic institution (Peri Megadim). The reason 
or this ordinance is possibly so that the mitzva of 
he Priestly Benediction will not be forgotten in that 
synagogue (Devar Shaul). 


232 SOTA: PEREK VII: 38B- 991% pw 


minty dow pan oh ya VITIN) 
TÝR DIS ON PYT wa PVN 
PADD bys Daya new 


pea yen mana bab pa yin IIN) 
ond me anir bg: WW aba aay 
big xn 73 Wo. WH ID °D AN PY YI 
AIX PMY? Va yoy 37.1 h aanw 

NYIA abg’ POTYA bx” NY awa y 


mony AY pre D ya WIT 937 AY) 
PITY awa shy ma 


me IW xd DT max) avy KW 
ma yp yY na by D OT 
wd Xa > wy 2D DDT DDI pt 
xa x STINT AYN Kb mwa 
rman sb niina xba mya uy 

aonb a TP ar Ta 


not ma sxbaw 137 Wax KIK WOK 
PN ah yoy biyi Sap D> Aha 
ninwaw mass OPED VON 


OTT VD PANA IVT APIS NAN OTT PVN 
xb maya Sosa ppe ons tine ov 
TON NDT NT DINT NT NWP 


ma Sy! KIPIR Mw 11T 
npn priy Inypa Dad> aw npa 
pyg” piy 


And Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi says: From where is it derived 
that even birds recognize miserly people" and do not eat the 
food they have set in bird traps? As it is stated: “For in vain the 
net is spread" in the eyes of any bird” (Proverbs 1:17). 


And Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi says: Anyone who derives bene- 
fit from miserly people transgresses a prohibition, as it is 

stated: “Do not eat the bread of one who has an evil eye, and 

do not desire his delicacies, for as one that has reckoned within 

himself, so he is. He says to you: Eat and drink, but his heart is 

not with you” (Proverbs 23:6-7). Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak says: 

He transgresses two prohibitions, as it says “do not eat” and 

also “do not desire.” 


And Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi says: When a person is found 
slain between two cities and it is not known who killed him, 
a heifer whose neck is broken is brought. This occurs only 
because of miserly people. 


As it is stated: “And they shall speak and say: Our hands have 
not shed this blood” (Deuteronomy 21:7). But did it enter our 
hearts to think that the Elders of the court are murderers? Why 
it is necessary for them to publicize that they did not kill him? 
Rather, they must declare: It is not so that this victim came to 
us and we dismissed him, and it is not so that we saw him and 
left him. In other words, he did not come to us and we in turn 
dismissed him without food, and we did not see him and then 
leave him without an escort. It is miserly people who do not 
provide others with food and cause them to travel to places where 
they might be murdered. 


§ Adda said that Rabbi Samlai says: In a synagogue that is 
made up entirely of priests," everyone ascends the platform to 
recite the Priestly Benediction. The Gemara asks: If the entire 
congregation is composed of priests, for whom do they utter 
the blessing? Rabbi Zeira says: They say the blessing for their 
brethren who are in the fields." 


The Gemara asks: Is that so? But didn’t Abba, son of Rav 
Minyamin bar Hiyya, teach that the people who are standing 
behind the backs of the priests" are not included in the Priestly 
Benediction? The Gemara answers: That is not difficult. This is 
a case where the people are compelled to be in the fields because 
of their work, and they are therefore included in the benediction. 
Whereas that statement is referring to people who are not com- 
pelled to be away but still do not stand face-to-face with the 
priests. Consequently, they are not included in the benediction. 


The Gemara asks: But didn’t Rav Shimi of Birte deShihorei 
teach the following baraita: In a synagogue that is made 
up entirely of priests, some of them ascend to recite the 
benediction and some of them answer amen? 


HALAKHA 


A synagogue that is made up entirely of priests - np37 ma 
Da ayaw: In a synagogue that is made up entirely of priests, 
if there are ‘only ten priests, they all ascend to recite the Priestly 
Benediction, and they bless their brethren who are working in 
the fields. If there are women and children in the synagogue, they 
answer amen after the blessing. If there are more than ten priests 
present, ten priests remain behind to answer amen, and the rest 
go up and recite the benediction (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 


The people who are standing behind the priests — inxw oy 
m>: People standing behind the priests are not included in the 
benediction. However, people standing in front of the priests or at 
their sides are included, even if there is an iron partition between 
them. Those who are working in the fields and cannot make it to 
the synagogue are also included in the benediction (Rambam 
Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla UVirkat Kohanim 15:8; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 128:24). 


Tefilla UVirkat Kohanim 15:9; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 128:25). 
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The Gemara answers: That is not difficult. That is a case where, if 
some of the priests recite the benediction, a quorum of ten priests 


still remains" to receive the benediction and answer amen. There- 
fore, only some of the priests ascend to recite the benediction. By 
contrast, this case, which Rabbi Simlai was referring to, is a case 
where a quorum of ten does not remain to answer amen, so it is 
better for all of the priests to ascend and bless the people working 


in the fields. 
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The Gemara returns to the matter itself cited above: Abba, son of 
Rav Minyamin bar Hiyya, taught: The people who are standing 


behind the priests are not included in the benediction. 
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The Gemara raises several questions with regard to this statement: 
It is obvious that tall people standing in front of short people 
do not interpose between the priests and the shorter people with 
regard to the Priestly Benediction. Similarly, a chest or ark con- 
taining a Torah scroll does not interpose between the priests and 
the people. However, what is the halakha with regard to a parti- 


tion? Come and hear an answer from what Rabbi Yehoshua ben 
Levi said: Even an iron partition" does not interpose between 
the Jewish people and their Father in Heaven; the people are 
included in the benediction. 
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A dilemma was raised before the Sages: What is the halakha in 
the case of people who are standing to the sides of the priests? 
Are they included in the blessing? Abba Mar bar Rav Ashi said: 
Come and hear an answer, as we learned in a mishna (Para 12:2) 


with regard to the halakha of sprinkling the waters of purification 
on vessels that contracted ritual impurity imparted by a corpse: If 
one intended to sprinkle the water forward 
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and instead he sprinkled it backward," or if he intended to 
sprinkle the water backward and instead he sprinkled it forward, 
even if the water lands on vessels that require purification, his 
sprinkling is invalid. However, if one intended to sprinkle the 


water forward and instead he sprinkled it forward to the sides," 
his sprinkling is valid. It is derived from here that one’s sides are 
considered as though they were in front of him. 


If one intended to sprinkle water forward and instead he sprin- 
kled it backward, etc. — a1 wand mm wad mint man: One 
who sprinkles the waters of purification must intend to sprinkle 
it upon the person who is ritually impure in order to purify him. If 
one sprinkles the water without this intention, his action is invalid. 
The Ra‘avad maintains that one’s intention must be to sprinkle that 
particular person, but there is no requirement that one intend to 


HALAKHA 


purify him. If one intended to sprinkle forward and instead he 
sprinkled backward, or if he intended to sprinkle backward and 
instead sprinkled forward, his action is invalid. However, if one 
intended to sprinkle forward and instead he sprinkled the water 
to the side of where he was facing, his action is valid (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 10:7). 


NOTES 
Where a quorum of ten remains - MWY a WHT: 
It appears from here that in addition to the priests who 
recite the blessing, there must be another ten men 
present to answer amen. This is also the opinion of 
the geonim. However, according to the Rambam, the 
priests themselves count as part of the quorum of ten. 
The Meiri points out that according to this opinion there 
is no need for ten men to answer amen to the blessing 
(see Bah). The Rambam's opinion is perhaps based on 
the opinion found in the Jerusalem Talmud that the 
response of the women and children is counted in this 
situation. 


Even an iron partition -na by myn px: Accord- 
ing to Tosefot HaRash, Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi is not 
addressing whether the partition precludes one from 
being included in the prayer quorum, as a partition 
certainly forms a partition in that regard. Rather, he 
is saying that if there is a quorum in the synagogue, 
a person standing outside can fulfill his obligation by 
hearing the benediction being recited inside. 


NOTES 


Sides — pT1¥: The reason that one's sides are considered 
like his front is that a person naturally has peripheral 
vision. Furthermore, according to the principle that the 
Priestly Benediction must be recited face-to-face, as 
one would converse with another, standing to the sides 
of the priests is also permitted, as people sometimes 
speak to one another while facing each other's sides 
(see Devar Shaul). 
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NOTES 


It is prohibited to converse even about a matter of hala- 
kha - aba vata ag 1d) TDN: Tosafot and many other 
early commentaries, later commentaries, and halakhic 
authorities discuss the apparent contradiction between 
his halakha and the Gemara's story about Rav Sheshet, 
who would turn away from the Torah scroll and study. He 
reasoned: We are engaged in ours, the study of the Ora 
Torah, and they are engaged in theirs, listening to the Writ- 
en Torah. The Rashbam explains that since Rav Sheshe 
urned away from the Torah scroll, he demonstrated tha 
he was involved in something else and was therefore no 
subject to the prohibition against discussing other mat- 
ers. Other commentaries explain that since Rav Sheshe 
was blind, he was exempt from participating in the public 
Torah reading and was permitted to be engaged with 
other matters. According to others, it is permitted to speak 
in a whisper (Tosefot HaRosh; Sefer HaAgudda). Alterna- 
ively, this prohibition applies only when there are not 
en other men present who are listening to the reading 
(Ba'al Halakhot Gedolot). Another explanation is that this 
prohibition applies only where the custom is that the 
reader recites a blessing only at the beginning and at 
he end of the reading, as there is a concern that one 
who is talking will not hear the blessing after the reading 
(Meiri on Berakhot). However, according to most halakhic 
authorities, only someone who is constantly engaged in 
Torah study is permitted to do this, while it is prohibited 
for everyone else to do so. 


To bless His people, Israel, with love - tay nx a2) 
mIa Dyw»: The question is raised in the Beer ‘Sheva: 
Where in the Torah is it taught that the benediction must 
be recited with love? The answer, based on the midrash, 
is that it is derived from the fact that the word “say” in 
the phrase: “Say to them” (Numbers 6:23), is written in 
full, including the letter vav. This teaches that the Priestly 
Benediction must not be recited haphazardly or in a rush; 
rather, it must be a full-hearted blessing. This is what is 
meant by the expression: With love. 


LANGUAGE 
Shortcut [kappendarya] — *17257: The origin of this 
word appears to be the Latin term via compendaria, 
meaning shortcut, as in a shortcut through a courtyard 
or a house. 
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§ Rava bar Rav Huna says: Once a Torah scroll has been 
opened," it is prohibited to converse, even about a matter of 
halakha." As itis stated: “And Ezra opened the bookin the sight 
of all the people, for he was above all the people, and when he 
opened it, all the people stood up” (Nehemiah 8:5), and stand- 
ing is referring to nothing other than silence, as it is stated: 
“And shall I wait, because they do not speak, because they stand 
still, and answer no more?” (Job 32:16). Rabbi Zeira said that 
Rav Hisda said: The prohibition against conversing is derived 
from here: “And the ears of all the people were attentive to the 
book of the law” (Nehemiah 8:3). They were not listening to any 
other voice. 


And Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi says: Any priest who did not 
first wash his hands" may not lift his hands to recite the Priestly 
Benediction; as it is stated: “Lift up [se’u] your hands in sanctity 
and bless the Lord” (Psalms 134:2), which teaches that before 
reciting the benediction one must sanctify his hands by washing 
them. 


§ Rabbi Elazar ben Shammua was once asked by his disciples: 
To what do you attribute your longevity? He said to them: In 
all my days, I never made a shortcut [kappendarya]' through a 
synagogue." Nor did I ever stride over the heads of the sacred 
people, i.e., I never stepped over people sitting in the study hall 
in order to reach my place, so as not to appear scornful of them. 
And I never lifted my hands for the Priestly Benediction without 
first reciting a blessing. 


The Gemara asks: What blessing does the priests recite" before 
the benediction? Rabbi Zeira says that Rav Hisda says: Blessed 
are You, Lord our God, King of the universe, Who has sanctified 
us with the sanctity of Aaron and commanded us to bless His 
people, Israel, with love." 


HALAKHA 


Once a Torah scroll has been opened, etc. - 19D naD 1D Any priest who did not wash his hands, etc. -50 sow DEKA 


namjin: Once the reader has begun reading from a Torah scroll, 
it is prohibited to speak, even about matters of Torah. Accord- 
ing to the Rema and the Vilna Gaon, this is the halakha from 
the time the scroll has been opened, although the reading has 
not yet begun. One is permitted to speak in order to prevent a 
prohibition from being violated if this cannot be accomplished in 
any other way. There are authorities who permit quietly studying 
Torah, and others who permit this only to those who engage in 
Torah study all the time. According to the Eliya Rabba, with regard 
to this halakha, nobody nowadays is considered as having this 
status. However, one should not reprimand people who study 


by themselves during the reading. 


During the public Torah reading, it is permitted for one to ful- 
fill the requirement to read the Torah text of the weekly portion 
twice and the translation once. Some authorities maintain that 
even this is prohibited, as it is prohibited to engage in any activity 
during the Torah reading other than listening to it (Peri Hadash), 
unless one reads along with the reader word for word, so that he 
will still hear his reading (Mishna Berura). It is prohibited to speak 
even between the different sections of the reading, though the 
Bah rules leniently in this regard. So long as the Torah scroll is 
still open, one may not speak even after the reading has been 
completed (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 12:9; Shulhan 


Arukh, Orah Hayyim 1461-2). 


WT: A priest may not recite the Priestly Benediction without 
washing his hands, even if he already washed his hands upon 
getting up in the morning (Shulhan Arukh). He must wash his 
entire hand with water up to the wrist, as is required before 
serving in the Temple (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 15:5; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 128:6). 


| never made a shortcut through a synagogue - ‘Mwy x 
xona NDI Ma: It is prohibited to use a synagogue as a 
shortcut for getting from one place to another. If one needs 
o cut through a synagogue, he should sit for a short while in 
he synagogue and recite a verse or a halakha. It is permitted 
o pass through the synagogue without stopping to go to its 
courtyard (Arukh HaShulhan). It is praiseworthy for one who 
enters a synagogue to pray to exit through an entrance other 
han the one he entered (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 
11:8; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 151:5). 


What blessing does the priest recite — 1122 ’xa: When the 
priests face the congregation to bless them, they first recite 
he following blessing: Blessed are You, Lord our God, King of 
he universe, Who has sanctified us with the sanctity of Aaron 
and commanded us to bless His people, Israel, with love 
Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 14:12; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 128:11). 
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The Gemara continues: When the priest begins walking" to the 
platform to recite the benediction, what does he say? The Gemara 
answers: May it be Your will, Lord our God, that this blessing 
with which You have commanded us to bless Your people, Israel, 
shall not contain any stumbling block or iniquity.” And when 
the benediction has been completed, when he turns his face away 
from the congregation," what does he say? Rav Hisda instructed 
Rav Ukva and taught him that this is what he would say: Master of 
the Universe, we have performed that which You decreed upon 
us. Do unto us 


NOTES 
with it spiritual trials (Torat HaKenaot). Others explain, based on 


Stumbling block or iniquity - fix) iwan: This expression 
seems to be out of place, as the priest recites the benediction 
in the exact wording that is required and says only positive 
words. Some commentaries explain that since the benediction 
is interpreted as a blessing of wealth, a person for whom this 
blessing is fulfilled might find that his newfound wealth brings 


the Zohar, that if there is a person in the congregation whom 
the priest hates, if he blesses him he may endanger himself. 
For this reason, the priest must pray that his blessing will not 
produce any stumbling block or iniquity (Minha Hareva). 
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as You have promised us, namely: “So shall they put My name upon 
the children of Israel, and I will bless them” (Numbers 6:27). “Look 
forth from your holy habitation, from heaven, and bless Your 
people, Israel” (Deuteronomy 26:15). 


§ Rav Hisda says: The priests who spread their hands open during 
the benediction are not permitted to bend the joints of their fin- 
gers" until they turn their faces away from the congregation once 
they have completed the benediction. Rabbi Zeira says that Rav 
Hisda says: The one who calls the priests forward is not permit- 
ted" to call out: Priests, until the response amen to the blessing of 
thanksgiving concludes from the mouths of the congregation, in 
order to ensure that everyone will hear the voices of the priests. 


HALAKHA 


The priests are not permitted to bend the joints of their 
fingers — ppniyasy wp aay ovr DADA pre: It is pro- 
hibited for the priests to bend their fingers while reciting the 
Priestly Benediction. Their fingers must be spread until they 
turn around to face the ark (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 
UVirkat Kohanim 14:6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 128116). 


The one who calls the priests is not permitted, etc. - NTI px 
APRA: The one who calls the priests forward is not permitted 
to call out: Priests, until the congregation finishes answering 


amen to the blessing of thanksgiving. The priests are not permit- 
ted to begin their blessing until the caller finishes calling out: 
Priests. During the blessing itself, the congregation must wait for 
the priests to finish each verse before answering amen, and the 
priests must likewise wait for the congregation to finish answer- 
ing amen before beginning the next verse. There is a discussion 
in the Mishna Berura concerning whether it is necessary to wait 
for the entire congregation or only for the majority to finish 
answering amen (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla UVirkat 
Kohanim 14:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 128:18). 


out express permission from the publisher 


HALAKHA 
When the priest begins walking, etc. — 3) AyD 9Y °D: 
When the priests begin walking to ascend the platform, 
they say: May it be Your will, Lord our God, that this blessing 
with which You have commanded us to bless Your people, 
Israel, shall be a complete blessing, and shall not contain any 
stumbling block or iniquity from now and forever. 

They prolong their recitation until the end of the blessing 
of the Temple service, so that the congregation answers 
amen to it along with the blessing (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Tefilla 14:12; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 128:9). 


When he turns his face away from the congregation — 
MVD MƏR IT "3: After the priests finish reciting the 

Priestly Benediction, the prayer leader continues with the 

blessing of: Grant peace. At this point, the priests turn away 
from the congregation toward the ark and pray: Master of 
the Universe, we have performed that which You decreed 

upon us; do unto us as You have promised. Look down from 

Your sacred holy habitation, from heaven, and bless Your 
people, Israel. 

They prolong their recitation until the prayer leader fin- 
ishes the blessing of: Grant peace, so that the congregation 

can answer amen to their prayer along with the blessing 

(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 14:12; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 128115, and in the comment of Rema). 


= 


NOTES 

To bend the joints of their fingers - Ypiyasy wp aia: 
This is the source for the halakha that the priests'fingers must 
be spread out while they are reciting the Priestly Benediction. 
Some of the geonim explain that the purpose is so that they 
appear to be shuddering in awe due to the Divine Presence 
hat is resting upon them at this time. Another reason is 
hat the priests would make a sign with their fingers to keep 
rack of where they were in the blessing. The midrash and 
he Pesikta deRav Kahana teach that the priests create five 
spaces between their fingers, one space between the first 
wo fingers and the second two fingers on each hand, one 
space between the thumb and first two fingers on each 
hand, and the space between the two thumbs, to allude to 
he revelation of the Divine Presence, as is expressed in the 
phrase in the verse (Song of Songs 2:9): “Peering through the 
attice” (see Tosefot HaRosh and Abudirham). 


Position of the priests’ hands during the Priestly Benediction 
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NOTES 


Until the statement of the caller concludes from his 
mouth — Kypr +51 NDT TW: Rashi explains that this is 
referring to the prayer leader or someone else who calls out: 
Priests. Others explain that it is referring to the person who 
reads out loud the words of the Priestly Benediction for the 
priests to repeat. Accordingly, the Gemara states that the 
priests may not begin saying a word until this person finishes 
reading it to them (Beer Sheva). 


Must first read from the Torah — abn TÍNI MIP Pry: 
The Gemara in tractate Megilla explains that the one who 
concludes with a reading from the Prophets must first read 
several verses from the Torah out of respect for the Torah, 
so that is clear that there is nothing that is as important as 
the Torah itself. 


Until the Torah scroll is furled - min 19D bpw wy: Rashi 
explains that this is so the person who is furling the scroll 
can also pay attention to the reading of the Prophets. An 
alternative explanation is that this is out of respect for the 
Torah, because if everyone listens immediately to the reading 
of the Prophets, the Torah scroll might be forgotten and left 
unfurled. Another reason that the Torah scroll must first be 
furled is so that the person reading from the Prophets does 
not appear to reciting a blessing over the Torah (Beer Sheva). 


BACKGROUND 

Translation — nisin: During the times of the Gemara and 
for many generations that followed, the custom was for an 
appointed translator to translate the Torah reading in the syn- 
agogue into Aramaic, verse by verse. The translation that was 
used was Targum Onkelos. Some early authorities insisted 
that this custom be continued even once most people no 
longer understood Aramaic. Nowadays, no congregation 
retains this custom, with the exception of the Yemenite Jews, 
who still translate the Torah reading into Aramaic. 
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And for the same reason, the priests are not permitted to begin 
reciting the benediction until the statement of the caller, i.e., 
his announcement: Priests, concludes from his mouth." And 
the congregation is not permitted to answer amen until the 
blessing concludes from the mouths of the priests. And the 
priests are not permitted to begin reciting another blessing 
until the response amen to the previous blessing concludes 
from the mouths of the congregation. 


And Rabbi Zeira says that Rav Hisda says: The priests are not 

permitted to turn away" from the congregation after they have 

completed the benediction until the prayer leader begins say- 
ing the blessing of: Grant peace. And they are not permitted 

to uproot their feet and walk away from the platform until the 

prayer leader finishes saying the blessing of: Grant peace. 


And in a similar vein, Rabbi Zeira says that Rav Hisda says: 
The congregation is not permitted to answer amen to the 
blessing recited over the Torah reading until the blessing of the 
one reading from the Torah concludes from his mouth." And 
the reader is not permitted to begin reading from the Torah 
until the response amen to the preceding blessing concludes 
from the mouths of the congregation. And the translator is 
not permitted" to begin the translation’ of the Torah reading 
until the reading of the verse from the Torah concludes from 
the mouth of the reader. And the reader is not permitted to 
begin reading another verse until the translation concludes 
from the mouth of the translator. 


Rabbi Tanhum says that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi says: 
The one who concludes with a reading from the Prophets 
[haftara]" must first read several verses from the Torah." 
And Rabbi Tanhum says that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi says: 
The one who concludes is not permitted to conclude with a 
reading from the Prophets until the Torah scroll is furled. 


And Rabbi Tanhum says that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi says: 
The prayer leader is not permitted to uncover the decorative 
covering" of the ark in public, out of respect for the congre- 
gation. It is inappropriate to have the congregation wait while 
doing this. 


HALAKHA 


The priests are not permitted to turn away, etc. — D37 jx 
^D DD wing pxwr: The priests are not permitted to turn 
and face the ark until the prayer leader begins reciting the 
blessing of: Grant peace. They must stand in place without 
uprooting their feet until the prayer leader concludes this bless- 
ing. Some say that they must wait until the congregation has 
finished answering amen after this blessing. The Rema writes 
that this is the custom (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 
UVirkat Kohanim 14:6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 12816). 


Until the blessing of the one reading concludes from his 
mouth — xip 92 7314 mon “Y: The congregation may 
not answer amen until the person reading from the Torah 
finishes his blessing, and he in turn may not begin reading 
from the Torah until the congregation has finished answering 
amen (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla UVirkat Kohanim 12:6; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 141:5). 


The translator is not permitted — xv Dama prs: The person 

who translates the Torah in the synagogue may not begin 

translating a verse until the reader finishes reading it, and the 

reader in turn must wait for the translator to finish before begin- 
ning the next verse (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla UVirkat 
Kohanim 12:0; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 145:1). 


The one who concludes with a reading from the Prophets — 
232 vVAT: The person who is called up to read from 
the Prophets must first read from the Torah. It is enough for 
him to read only three verses. Usually he reads the last few 
verses of the Torah portion that was just read (Rambam Sefer 
Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla UVirkat Kohanim 12:13; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 282:4). 


Until the Torah scroll is furled - mjn sep boew “y: The person 
who is called up to read from the Prophets may not begin 
reciting the blessing on the haftara until the Torah scroll has 
been completely furled, so that the one who is furling the 
Torah scroll can listen attentively to the reading of the haftara. 
The custom is to wait until the covering has been placed over 
the Torah scroll (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla UVirkat 
Kohanim 12:13; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 147:7, 284:6; see 
Peri Megadim). 


The prayer leader is not permitted to uncover the covering — 
voy MOT VY mow px: The prayer leader may not remove 
the decorative covering of the ark as long as the congregation is 
in the synagogue (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 148:1). 
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And Rabbi Tanhum says that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi says: 
The congregation is not permitted to leave" the synagogue after 
the Torah reading until the Torah scroll has been taken“ and 
prepared to be returned to its place, as the Torah scroll used to 
be stored near the synagogue. And Shmuel said: They may not 
leave until the Torah scroll is actually taken out of the synagogue, 
out of respect for the Torah scroll. 


The Gemara comments: And they do not disagree about the 
halakha. Rather, they were discussing different situations. This 
statement of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Leviis referring to a case where 
there is another exit. When the Torah scroll is being taken out of 
one exit, people may leave through the other exit. However, that 
statement of Shmuel is referring to a case where there is no other 
exit, and therefore the congregation must wait until the Torah is 
carried out. Rava said: The Sage bar Ahina explained to me that 
this halakha is derived from the verse: “After the Lord your God 
you shall walk” (Deuteronomy 13:5), meaning that one must 
walk after the Torah scroll and not in front of it. 


§ The Gemara continues to discuss the Priestly Benediction. 
When the priests are blessing the people, what do the people 
say? Rabbi Zeira says that Rav Hisda says: For each blessing that 
the priests recite, they respond with a blessing from Bible: “Bless 
the Lord, His angels, mighty in strength that fulfill His word, 
hearkening unto the voice of His word” (Psalms 103:20), “Bless 


the Lord, all of His hosts, His ministers that do His pleasure” 


(Psalms 103:21), and “Bless the Lord, all of His works, in all 
places of His dominion, bless the Lord, O my soul” (Psalms 
103:22). 


When the priests ascend a second time to bless the congregation 
during the additional prayer of Shabbat, what do the people 
say? It is not appropriate for them to repeat the same verses of 
praise that they recited previously. Rabbi Asi said: They say: “A 
song of ascents. Behold, bless you the Lord, all you servants of 


the Lord, that stand in the house of the Lord in the night seasons” 


(Psalms 134:1), “Lift up your hands in sanctity and bless the 
Lord” (Psalms 134:2), and “Blessed be the Lord out of Zion, 
Who dwells at Jerusalem. Hallelujah” (Psalms 135:21). 


The Gemara asks: And let them also say the third verse that 
appears right after the first two blessings: “The Lord shall bless 
you out of Zion” (Psalms 134:3), as it is written in that same 
matter. Yehuda, son of Rabbi Shimon ben Pazi, says: Since they 
began with blessings of the Holy One, Blessed be He, they must 
end with a blessing of the Holy One, Blessed be He, rather than 
reciting this verse, which is a blessing for the Jewish people. 


The Gemara asks: When the priests ascend to recite the Priestly 
Benediction during the afternoon prayer of a fast day, what do 
the people say? Rav Aha bar Ya’akov said: They say: “Though 
our iniquities testify against us, O Lord, work for Your name’s 
sake” (Jeremiah 14:7), “The Hope of Israel, its savior in times 
of trouble, why should You be a stranger in the land and as a 
wayfaring man that turns aside to tarry for a night?” (Jeremiah 
14:8), and “Why should You be like a man overcome, as a mighty 
man who cannot save? Yet You, O Lord, are in the midst of us, 
and Your name is called upon us; leave us not” (Jeremiah 14:9). 


Until the Torah scroll has been taken - min 15D bow 1y: 
It seems from several discussions in the Gemara that often- 
times, and especially in villages, the synagogue was located 
at a significant distance from the city. In these cases, the Torah 
scroll was not kept in the synagogue’s ark. Rather, for security, 


BACKGROUND 


near the synagogue. Perhaps this was necessary because the 
synagogue was often kept open, with people coming in and out 
of it throughout the day, or because it was also used as a house 
of study or a school for children. Therefore, there was concern 
that someone would enter and steal the Torah scroll. 


it was kept in a specially designated, closed room somewhat 


HALAKHA 


The congregation is not permitted to leave, etc. - px 
a>) nxb pxwi nay: The congregation may not leave 
the synagogue until the Torah scroll has been put away. 
However, an individual may leave as long as the majority o 
the congregation is present (Rema). When the Torah scrol 
is housed in another building, if the synagogue has only 
one exit, the congregation must wait until it is taken ou 
and escort the Torah scroll to the place where it is kept. | 
there are two exits, it is permitted to leave the synagogue 
through the exit through which the Torah scroll will no 
be taken out. However, the congregation must still escor 
the Torah scroll to the place where it is kept. The Rema 
adds that when the Torah scroll is being carried to the ark, 
everyone in its path must escort it until it is returned to the 
ark (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla UVirkat Kohanim 
12:24; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 149:1). 


NOTES 


Until the Torah scroll has been taken - min sep bury Ww: 
The Rif quotes the opinion of the geonim that this is also the 
halakha when the Torah scroll remains in the synagogue. In 
any event, it is not respectful to the Torah scroll to leave the 
synagogue before it has been returned to its proper place. 


After the Lord your God you shall walk — ayy’ TIS 
an: Because of this verse, several geonim maintain that 
one should move a bit from one's place to escort the Torah 
scroll as it is being carried away from the platform and 
returned to its place (Meiri; Kiryat Sefer). 
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Perek VII 
Daf go Amuda 


NOTES 


Do you have a servant who is being blessed and 
does not listen - i») inix pagay tay Jh w os 
Pixa: Tosafot raise a difficulty with the statement that 
one should not recite verses during the Priestly Bene- 
diction: The Sages created a prayer for ameliorating a 
bad dream, to be recited during the Priestly Benedic- 
tion. They answer that reciting this prayer is permitted 
because the person who had a bad dream is in distress. 
Also, since the prayer concerning a bad dream is con- 
nected to the Priestly Benediction, as it seeks that the 
blessing be implemented with regard to the dream, 
it is not considered to be speaking about a separate 
matter. This is not true if one recites other verses that 
are not linked to the words of the blessing (Beer Sheva, 
citing Maharil). 


Is merely to show respect for him — x17 xnbya xT? 
a PAYT: It seems that Rashi and the Ein Ya ‘akov have 
a different version of the text, which reads: Respect 
for the kingdom. Accordingly, the disseminator's wife 
explained that he showed respect for Rabbi Abbahu 
due to the latter's ties with the government and not 
because of his wisdom in Torah. 


HALAKHA 


Do you have a servant who is being blessed and 
does not listen — 121 inix polaaw Tay w nibs 
pixa: One must remain silent and may not recite any 
verses while the priests are reciting their blessing, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Hiyya and Rabbi 
Abbahu. The Rema writes that in a place where the 
custom is that the priests sing during the blessing, it is 
customary for the congregation to recite verses during 
heir singing, but it is still better not to recite anything. 
is explained in the Magen Avraham and the Taz that 
one recites verses, he should do so only while the 
prayer leader is calling out the words of the blessing 
o the priests. Others say that one should refrain from 
his as well, and it is the custom in many communities, 
including those who follow the customs of the Vilna 
Gaon and Chabad, not to say anything at all during 
he Priestly Benediction (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Tefilla UVirkat Kohanim 14:7; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
128:26). 
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During the closing prayer [ne’ila] of Yom Kippur, which also 
includes the Priestly Benediction, what do the people say? Mar 
Zutra says, and some say that this was taught in a baraita: 
“Behold, surely thus shall the man who fears the Lord be 
blessed” (Psalms 128:4), “The Lord shall bless you out of 
Zion, and you shall see the good of Jerusalem all the days of 
your life” (Psalms 128:5), and “And see your children’s children. 
Peace be upon Israel” (Psalms 128:6). 


The Gemara asks: Where does the congregation say these verses 
during the Priestly Benediction? Rav Yosef says: They are said 
between each and every blessing. And Rav Sheshet says: They 
are said during the mention of the name of God in each of the 
three blessings. 


Rav Mari and Rav Zevid disagree about this matter. One says: 
The congregation recites one verse at a time, corresponding to 
the verse that the priests recite. And one says: For every single 
verse that the priests recite, the congregation says all three verses. 


Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba says: Anyone who recites these verses 
in the outlying areas, i.e., outside the Temple, is nothing other 
than mistaken in his practice. Rabbi Hanina bar Pappa said: 
You should know that in the Temple also people should not 
recite these verses. Do you havea servant who is being blessed 
and does not listen™" to the blessing, but rather speaks at the 
same time? 


Conversely, Rabbi Aha bar Hanina says: You should know that 
in the outlying areas one is also required to say these verses. Is 
there a servant who is being blessed and his face does not 
brighten? Therefore, one must recite these verses to give thanks 
for receiving the Priestly Benediction. Rabbi Abbahu’ says: 
At first, I would recite these verses, but since I saw that Rabbi 
Abba of Akko’ does not say them, I also do not recite them 
anymore. 


And Rabbi Abbahu says: At first, I would say to myself that I 
was humble. Since I saw that Rabbi Abba of Akko himself 
stated one reason for a matter, and his interpreter stated one 
other reason of his own rather than delivering the reason that 
Rabbi Abba stated, and yet Rabbi Abba did not mind, I say to 
myself that I am not humble. 


The Gemara asks: And what was the humility of Rabbi Abbahu? 
The Gemara relates that Rabbi Abbahu’s interpreter’s wife said 
to Rabbi Abbahu’s wife: This one of ours, i.e., my husband, has 
no need for your husband Rabbi Abbahu, as he could teach 
everything on his own. And the fact that he bends over to listen 
to Rabbi Abbahu, and then stands up above him, and repeats his 
words to the congregants is merely to show respect for him." 
Rabbi Abbahu’s wife went and told this to Rabbi Abbahu. He 
said to her: And what difference does it make to you? Through 
me and through him the One above will be exalted, and it does 
not matter which one of us is teaching. 


Rabbi Abbahu - 171% °37; Rabbi Abbahu lived in the city of 
Caesarea and was very influential with the Roman authorities. 
Although he did not have an official position, he acted as the rep- 
resentative of the Jewish community. The house of the emperor 
referred to here is apparently the palace located in the city of 
Caesarea, where Rabbi Abbahu had an independent yeshiva. 


Rabbi Abba of Akko — {3 yt xax +37: An amora of Eretz Yisrael of 


PERSONALITIES 


the third generation of amora’im, Rabbi Abba may have been the 
leading Sage in the city of Akko at some point, but he then moved 
to the neighboring city of Caesarea. As the Gemara relates here, 
Rabbi Abba was impoverished and in debt, and Rabbi Abbahu's 
attempts to make him the head of the yeshiva were apparently 
not successful. He engaged in halakhic discourse with Rabbi Zeira, 
Rabbi Abbahu, and another Sage known as Rabbi Abba. Not many 
of his rulings have been preserved. 
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And furthermore, in another example of his humility, the Sages 
were counted and reached a decision to appoint Rabbi Abbahu 
to be the head of the yeshiva. Since he saw that Rabbi Abba of 
Akko had many creditors and was impoverished, he attempted 
to get him out of debt. He said to them: There is a man who is 
greater than me, Rabbi Abba. 


The Gemara relates another example of his humility: Rabbi 
Abbahu and Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba happened to come to a 
certain place. Rabbi Abbahu taught matters of aggada, and at 
the same time Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba taught halakha. Every- 
one left Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba and went to Rabbi Abbahu, 
and Rabbi Hiyya was offended. Rabbi Abbahu said to him, to 
appease him: I will tell you a parable: To what is this matter 
comparable? It is comparable to two people, one who sells 
precious stones and one who sells small items [sidkit].' Upon 
whom do the customers spring? Don’t they spring upon the 
one who sells small items? Similarly, you teach lofty and impor- 
tant matters that do not attract many people. Everyone comes 
to me because I teach minor matters. 


The Gemara relates that every day Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba 
would escort Rabbi Abbahu to his lodging place [ushpizei]' 
out of respect for the house of the emperor, with which Rabbi 
Abbahu was associated. On that day, Rabbi Abbahu escorted 
Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba to his lodging place, and even so, Rabbi 
Hiyya bar Abba’s mind was not at ease with Rabbi Abbahu 
and he felt insulted. 


§ The Gemara returns to discuss the response of the congre- 
gants to certain parts of the prayer service. While the prayer 
leader is reciting the blessing of: We give thanks," what do the 
people say? Rav says that they say: We give thanks to You, 
Lord our God, for the merit of giving thanks to You. And 
Shmuel says that one should say: God ofall living flesh, for the 
merit of giving thanks to You. Rabbi Simai says that one should 
say: Our Creator, Who created everything in the beginning, 
for the merit of giving thanks to You. The Sages of Neharde’a® 
say in the name of Rabbi Simai that one should say: We offer 
blessings and praises to Your great name, for You have given 
us life and sustained us, for giving thanks to You. Rav Aha 
bar Ya’akov would finish the blessing as follows: So may You 
give us life, and show us favor, and collect us, and gather 
our exiles into Your sacred courtyards, in order to observe 
Your laws and to fulfill Your will wholeheartedly, for giving 
thanks to You. 


Rav Pappa said: These Sages each added a different element to 


the prayer. Therefore, we should combine them together and 
recite all of them. ™ 


NOTES 


While the prayer leader is reciting the blessing of: We give 
thanks - oti Wik Way mew vata: The reason that the con- 
gregation recites a prayer at this time is to acknowledge the 


the prayer leader. Furthermore, the congregants can finish their 
prayer before the prayer leader and then answer amen to his 
blessing (Devar Shaul). 


great merit of being able to give thanks to God (Devar Shaul). The 


geonim write that the congregation's prayer immediately follows 
he prayer leader's blessing and is somewhat of an addition to 
it. The version in the Jerusalem Talmud and in the writings o 
several halakhic authorities closes with a full blessing: Blessed 
are You, Lord, the God of thanks. According to this version, it can 
be understood why the congregation does not need to listen to 
he recitation of the prayer leader; they recite their own blessing. 
t is also possible that the congregation is expected to listen to 
he prayer leader while reciting their blessing. It is stated in the 
Jerusalem Talmud that this blessing is recited in an undertone, and 
herefore it does not obstruct one's ability to hear the blessing o 


We should recite all of them - aay) wY: In Masoret HaShas 
it is explained that this reflects Rav Pappa's approach in other 
discussions (see Berakhot 59—60), where he rules that several 
opinions of the early Sages should be combined. Since this prayer 
is a combination of statements from several Sages, it is called: 
The Sages’ blessing of thanksgiving (Beit Yosef). The name can 
also be explained as follows: Since the uneducated people did 
not know how to recite the prayers on their own and had to 
listen closely to the words of the prayer leader, this congregation's 
blessing of thanksgiving could be recited only by the scholars 
(Eshel Avraham). 


LANGUAGE 

Small items [sidkit] - spp: In this context, this term 
refers to small, inexpensive items, e.g., needles. There is a 
common term mahat sidkit, which refers to a small sew- 
ing needle, as opposed to larger needles that are used 
o sew bags and other items. It is explained in the Arukh 
hat this type of needle carries that appellation because 
it is used to sew up holes and cracks [sedakim]. 

The origin of the term sidkit may come from the fact 
hat small items such as these are sold in small stores 
hat are like cracks or holes in the wall. However, others 
explain that this name is derived from the word sarakit, 
saraceni in Latin, which refers to a nomadic Arabian 
ribe, as during the talmudic period members of this 
ribe had small booths set up where they used to sell 
objects such as these. Another version of the word, sitkit, 
is found in the Arukh. 


Lodging place [ushpiza] - xPawix: From the Middle 
Persian term aspinj, meaning hotel or hospitality. 


BACKGROUND 


The Sages of Neharde’a — »yt173: The Gemara states 
elsewhere that anonymous statements attributed to 
the Sages of Neharde’a refer to statements of Rav Hama 
of Neharde’a, who served as the head of the yeshiva of 
eharde’a for several years following the passing of Rav 
ahman bar Yitzhak. Apparently, Rav Hama was related 
to the family of the Exilarch and for a time served as his 
official scholar. It is also possible that he is the same Rav 
Hama who met with the king of Persia and discussed 
Torah matters with him. 


HALAKHA 


Therefore we should recite all of them — 17°12"3 pon 
wa: While the prayer leader is reciting the blessing 
of thanksgiving, the congregation says: We give thanks 
to You, the God of all living flesh. ..blessed be the God 
of thanksgiving. This is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rav Pappa, that all of the versions should be incor- 
porated (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla UVirkat 
Kohanim 9:4; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 127:1). 
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NOTES 

Rav Nahman said that this principle is derived from 
here, etc. — 131 K372 VI% Jama 31; According to Rashi, 
Rav Nahman’s proof i is David's use of the term “brethren,” 
which shows respect for the people. The Meiri as well as 
the Maharsha explain that the proof is from the fact that 
King David stood up in honor of the people. Accordingly, 
the subsequent interpretation of the phrase “my brethren 
and my people” is a separate matter that is mentioned 
here tangentially. 


HALAKHA 


The priests are not permitted to ascend the platform 
in their sandals - 1919 yo mbyd paws ose pws: 
Ezra decreed that the priests must remove their shoes 
before ascending the platform. However, they need not 
remove their socks. Some rule stringently if the socks are 
made from leather (Rema). The custom is for the priests to 
remove their shoes for the Priestly Benediction, and while 
it would be preferable for the priests to be barefoot, the 
Mishna Berura notes that the custom is for the priests to 
leave on their socks to recite the blessing (Rambam Sefer 
Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla UVirkat Kohanim 14:6; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 128:5). 
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Because one does not answer amen in the Temple — 9b 
wpa pats piy pw: The Maharsha explains that according to 
kabbalistic tradition one answers amen because the numerical 
value of its letters, 91, is equal to the sum of the numerical value 
of the Tetragrammaton, 26, and the name of Lordship, 65, and 
outside the Temple the name of Lordship is uttered instead of 
the Tetragrammaton. However, in the Temple, where the name 
of God itself is pronounced as it is written, it is not necessary 
to answer amen. It can also be explained that the word amen 
connotes acceptance and faith and is a prayer that the blessing 
will be accepted and come to fruition. This need not be said in 
the Temple, where the Divine Presence dwells. 
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NOTES 


§ Rabbi Yitzhak says: The awe of the public should always be 
upon you, i.e., one must always treat the public courteously. As 
when the priests bless the people they face the people and their 
backs are toward the Divine Presence, out of respect for the 
congregation. 


Rav Nahman said that this principle is derived from here:" “Then 

King David stood up upon his feet, and said: Hear me, my breth- 
ren, and my people” (1 Chronicles 28:2). Evidently, King David 

stood up to address the people rather than remain seated. If he said 

“my brethren,” why did he say “my people”? And if he said “my 

people” why did he say “my brethren”? Rabbi Elazar says: David 

said to the Jewish people: If you listen to me, you are my brethren. 
And if you do not listen to me willingly, you are my people and I 
am your king, and I will rule over you by force with a staff. This 

shows that if the nation acted properly, David would relate to them 

respectfully. 


The Sages say that the importance of showing respect for the con- 
gregation is derived from here: The halakha is that the priests are 
not permitted to ascend the platform to recite the benediction in 
their sandals," as is taught in a baraita. And this halakha is one of 
nine ordinances that Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai instituted. 
What is the reason for this ordinance? Is it not out of respect for 
the congregation, as it would be disrespectful for the priests to 
display their dirty sandals in front of the congregants? Rav Ashi 
said: No, this is not the reason. There, in the baraita, the reason is 
a concern lest a strap of his sandal break, and he will therefore 
return to his place to go tie it and not ascend the platform in time 
for the benediction, and people will say that he was removed from 
the platform because he is disqualified from the priesthood, as he 
is the son of a priest and a divorced woman or the son of a priest 
and a halutza. 


§ It is taught in the mishna: And in the Temple, the priests recite 
the three verses as one blessing. 


The Gemara asks: And why does the practice in the Temple differ 
so much from outside the Temple? Because one does not answer 
amen in the Temple," and therefore there is no pause between the 
blessings. 


The Sages taught: From where is it derived that one does not 
answer amen in the Temple? As it is stated: “Stand up and bless 
the Lord, your God, from everlasting to everlasting” (Nehemiah 
9:5). This blessing is recited instead of amen in the Temple. And 
from where is it derived that for each and every blessing in the 
Temple the people respond with these words of praise? As it is 
stated: “And let them say: Blessed be Your glorious name, which 
is exalted above all blessing and praise” (Nehemiah 9:5). This 
verse indicates that for each and every blessing, you should give 
Him praise." However, those present do not respond amen. 


Tosafot ask: Given that the Gemara (Yoma 35b) teaches that 
in the Temple, those hearing a blessing would say: Blessed be 


Priestly Benediction, as that is a blessing for the Jewish people 
and not for God. 


the name of His glorious kingdom forever and all time, how 


can the Gemara here state that the fact that those present did 
not answer amen means that there is no interruption between 
since these words of praise 
are recited immediately upon hearing the name of God, they 
at the end of the blessings. It 
hat although: Blessed be the 
orever and all time, is recited 
after most blessings in the Temple, it is not recited after the 


the blessings? They answer tha 


are recited in the middle and no 
is explained in Tosefot Yom Tov 
name of His glorious kingdom 


For each and every blessing give Him praise - 1372 bs by 
aban bm T27: It seems from Rashi’s commentary "and from 
the Rambam "(Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Ta‘anit 4:15) that after each 
blessing in the Temple, the people would answer: Blessed be 
the name of His glorious kingdom forever and all time. However, 
elsewhere the Rambam writes that after the Priestly Bene- 
diction the people would answer: Blessed be the Lord, God, 
God of Israel, from eternity to eternity (Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Tefilla 14:9). 
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MI S H N A How are the blessings of the High Priest™ 


recited on Yom Kippur? The synagogue 
attendant’ takes a Torah scroll and gives it to the head of the 
synagogue” that stands on the Temple Mount, and the head of the 
synagogue gives it to the deputy High Priest, and the deputy High 
Priest gives it to the High Priest. 


And the High Priest stands; and receives the Torah scroll; and 

reads the Torah portion beginning with the verse: “After the death” 
(Leviticus 16:1-34), and the portion beginning with the verse: “But 

on the tenth” (Leviticus 23:26-32); and furls the Torah scroll; and 

places it on his bosom; and says: More than what I have read 

before you is written here. He then reads by heart the portion 

beginning with: “And on the tenth,” from the book of Numbers 

(see 29:7-11). 


And after the reading the High Priest recites the following eight 
blessings: A blessing concerning the Torah," and concerning 
the Temple service, and concerning thanksgiving, and concern- 
ing forgiveness for iniquity, and concerning the Temple, and 
concerning the Jewish people, and concerning the priests, and 
concerning Jerusalem, and the rest of the prayer. 


G E M ARA The Gemara suggests: You can learn from 


the fact that the head of the synagogue and 
the deputy High Priest receive the Torah scroll before the High 
Priest that honor may be given to a student in the presence of the 
teacher." Although the High Priest is considered everyone’s teacher 
and master, honor was nevertheless extended to other individuals 
in his presence without fear of impugning the High Priest’s honor. 


Abaye said: A proof may not be adduced from here. Usually one 
does not show honor for a student in the presence of the teacher, 
but here the entire process is for the honor of the High Priest. The 
passing of the Torah scroll to people of increasing importance 
demonstrates that the High Priest is considered the most important 
of all those present. 


Itis stated in the mishna: And the High Priest stands, and receives 
the Torah scroll, and reads from it. The Gemara asks: From the 
fact that he stands, it can be understood by inference that until 
that point he had been sitting. But didn’t the Master say (Tosefta, 
Sanhedrin 4:4) that sitting in the Temple courtyard" is permitted 
only for kings from the house of David, as it is stated: “Then King 
David went in, and sat before the Lord; and he said: Who am I, 
O Lord God, and what is my house, that You have brought me thus 
far?” (11 Samuel 7:18). 


The blessings of the High Priest -bim 1a naa: When the High 
Priest comes to read from the Torah on Yom Kippur, he sits in the 
women's courtyard and all of the people stand before him. The 
synagogue attendant who serves on the Temple Mount takes a 
Torah scroll and gives it to the head of the synagogue, who then 
hands it to the deputy High Priest, who hands it 
himself. The High Priest receives the Torah scroll while standing 
and reads the portions beginning with the phrases “after the 


death of the two sons of Aaron” and “but on 
his seventh month” 
Torah scroll and holds it in his bosom, and says: 


passage of “and on the tenth” from Numbers. 


reading, he recites the blessing recited after 
Torah and adds the 
of the Temple service; (2) the blessing of tha 
prayer of: Forgive us, our Father, for we have si 


with: Who forgives the iniquities of His people, the house of Israel, 
with compassion; (4) a blessing that the Temple should remain 
standing and that the Divine Presence should dwell within it, 


rom the book of Leviticus. 
have read before you is written here. He then recites by heart the 


Before he begins reading, he recites the blessing that is recited 
in the synagogue before reading from the Torah. After he finishes 


ollowing seven blessings: (1) the blessing 


HALAKHA 


concluding with: Who dwells in Zion; (5) a blessing for the Jewish 
people that God should redeem them and not abandon them, 
which closes with: Who chooses Israel; (6) a blessing that the 
priests’ service and actions should find favor before God, which 
closes with: Who sanctifies the priests; (7) a standard prayer of 
supplication and request, concluding with: Lord, redeem Your 
people, Israel, for Your people, Israel, are in need of redemption. 
Blessed be You, Lord, Who hears prayer (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Avodat Yom Hakippurim 3:10-11). 


othe High Priest 


the tenth day of 
He then furls the 
ore than what | 


Honor may be given to a student in the presence of the 
teacher - 277 oipaa mayn} 123 ppdin: One may not show 
honor for a student in the presence of his teacher, unless his 
teacher also shows him honor. The Taz, citing Rabbeinu Simha, 
notes that if the teacher is himself honored by his students being 
honored by others, then one may honor his students (Rambam 
Hilkhot Talmud Torah 5:8; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 242:21). 


reading from the 


nksgiving; (3) the 
nned, concluding Sitting in the Temple courtyard — Ava nyw»: It is prohib- 
ited for one to sit in the Temple courtyard, with the exception 
of kings from the house of David (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 


Beit HaBehira 7:7). 


NOTES 
The blessings of the High Priest - bina y mista: In 
Tosefot HaRosh it is pointed out that the Gemara offers 
no source for the halakha that these blessings must be 
recited in Hebrew. It is explained that perhaps the bless- 
ings are recited in Hebrew due to the special sanctity 
of Yom Kippur. Others explain that the expression: The 
blessings of the High Priest, does not refer to his bless- 
ings but rather to his reading of the Torah, which must 
certainly be in Hebrew, as it is read from a Torah scroll 
(Tosefot Yom Tov). 


A blessing concerning the Torah — ming: Rashi and 
other commentaries ask: Since there is also the standard 
blessing recited before the Torah is read, there should be 
nine blessings in total. Rashi answers that the Gemara 
is referring only to the eight blessings that are recited 
after the Torah reading. Other commentaries explain that 
although the wording of the blessings that are recited 
before and after the Torah reading are different from one 
another, they are considered to be a single unit and are 
therefore counted as one (see Meiri). 


Sitting in the Temple courtyard - Twa naw’: Some 
explain that the reason for this halakha is to show 
respect for the Temple. In addition, the expressions used 
in the Bible to describe the Temple service emphasize 
standing, such as: “To stand to serve” (Deuteronomy 
18:5), and: “Who stand in the house of the Lord” (Jer- 
emiah 28:5). Other commentaries claim that the verses 
that speak of Eli the priest sitting in the Temple courtyard 
show that this prohibition did not always exist; rather, 
it was instituted to honor the kingship of the house of 
David (see | Samuel 1:9; Beer Sheva). 


BACKGROUND 


The synagogue attendant [hazzan hakkeneset] — pm 
n37: The word hazzan means primarily an attendant. 
Some say that it is derived from the root het, zayin, heh, 
meaning seeing. In other words, a hazzan is one who 
watches over the synagogue and attends to its needs. 
Similarly, there were attendants in large study halls and 
courthouses who fulfilled this duty. In certain syna- 
gogues, the synagogue attendant also tutored young 
children or supervised their independent learning. He 
presumably would also lead prayer services, which is 
why over time this title was applied to a regular prayer 
leader. 


The head of the synagogue - Nb3377 WNA: The role of 
head of the synagogue continued for many generations 
and was called apxyiovvaywyos, archisunagogos, in 
Greek. The head was in charge of the synagogue and 
oftentimes served as the leader of the community as 
well. It was a position of honor, and the one who held it 
wielded authority over the community or at least over 
those who prayed in his synagogue. In some places, the 
head of the synagogue had an honorary chair. During 
the Second Temple period, there was a synagogue on 
the Temple Mount. The Torah scrolls were kept there, 
and people would pray the regular communal prayers 
there. 
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NOTES = — 
One may skip when reading in the Prophets — x233 pbm: 
Rashi explains that it is permitted for one to skip passages in 
the Prophets but not in the Torah because the Torah describes 
the practical observance of mitzvot. It is possible that the 
listeners will either become distracted or confused when pas- 
sages are skipped in the Torah and will not hear the relevant 
information. 
However, if one is reading about a single topic and skips 
passages in a manner that does not create a recognizable 
interruption, the listeners will not become confused, and 
therefore it is permitted. It is also reasoned that the reading 
from the Prophets does not require the same degree of respect 
as the reading from the Torah, which teaches mitzvot and not 
only matters of prophecy and rebuke. 


HALAKHA 

One may skip sections in the Prophets — x233 pot: One 
may skip sections when reading the haftara from the Prophets, 
but one may not skip sections when reading from the Torah. 
This is true if the two portions read from the Torah discuss two 
different topics, as there is a concern that the congregation 
will be confused. However, it is permitted to skip sections 
when both portions pertain to a single topic. When reading 
from the Prophets, it is permitted to skip even when both por- 
tions pertain to a different topic (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Tefilla 12:8; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 1441). 


Such short length that the translator will not conclude - 
panan pipe xhw ta: One may skip a section during 
the Torah reading only if the delay caused is of such short 
length that the translator will still not conclude his trans- 
lation (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 12:13, citing Ba'al 
Halakhot Gedolot). 
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The Gemara answers: As Rav Hisda said in a similar context: This 
took place not in the Israelite courtyard, where the prohibition 
against sitting applies, but in the women’s courtyard. Here, too, 
the reading was in the women’s courtyard, where it is permitted 
to sit, as it does not have the sanctified status of the Temple itself. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita ( Tosefta 7:13): And 
where does the High Priest read from the Torah scroll? He reads 
from it in the Temple courtyard. Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov says: 
He reads from it on the Temple Mount, as it is stated: 


“And he read there before the broad place that was before the 
Gate of the Water” (Nehemiah 8:3). According to this opinion, 
the High Priest would read from the Torah in the Temple court- 
yard. Rav Hisda says in response: The baraita also means that the 
reading takes place in the women’s courtyard. 


§ Itis taught in the mishna that the High Priest receives the Torah 
scroll and reads the Torah portion beginning with the verse: “After 
the death” (Leviticus 16:1), and the portion beginning with the 
verse: “But on the tenth” (Leviticus 23:26). Since these two por- 
tions are not adjacent to each other, the High Priest skips the 
section between the two portions. The Gemara raises a contra- 
diction froma mishna (Megilla 24a): One may skip sections when 
reading the haftara in the Prophets,“ but one may not skip 
sections when reading in the Torah. 


Abaye said: This is not difficult. There, in the mishna in tractate 
Megilla that teaches that one may not skip, the intention is that one 
should not skip if the sections are so far apart from one another 
that the delay caused by doing so will be of such length that the 
translator who recites the Aramaic translation will conclude his 
translation before the next section is reached. However, in the case 
of the mishna here, it is permitted to skip verses because the two 
passages are in close proximity to one another. The delay caused is 
of such short length that the translator will still not conclude" 
his translation. 


The Gemara challenges this resolution: But isn’t it taught about 
this mishna in a baraita: One may skip sections when reading in 
the Prophets, but one may not skip sections when reading in the 
Torah. And how much may one skip from one passage to another 
in the Prophets? One may skip when the section skipped is of 
such short length that when the furling of the scroll is completed 
the translator will still not have concluded his translation. By 
inference, when reading in the Torah one may not skip at all. 


Rather, Abaye said another explanation: This is not difficult. In 
the mishna here, it is permitted to skip because both passages 
pertain to a single topic. There, in the mishna in tractate Megilla 
that teaches that one may not skip, the halakha is referring to a case 
where the passages pertain to two different topics. 


And this is as it is taught in a baraita: One may skip sections 
when reading in the Torah when both sections pertain to a single 
topic, and in the Prophets one may skip from one section to 
another even if they pertain to two different topics. And both here 
and there, one may skip only when the section skipped is of such 
short length that when the furling of the scroll is completed the 
translator will still not have concluded his translation. 
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And one may not skip from one book of the Prophets to another 
book of the Prophets,” even if both pertain to the same topic. 
But among the books of the Twelve Prophets" one may skip, 
provided that one does not skip from the end of the book to 
its beginning.” Rather, if one wishes to read from several of the 
Twelve Prophets, he must read the passages in the order that they 
are written. 


§ It is taught in the mishna: And he furls the Torah scroll, and 
places it on his bosom, and says: More than what I have read 
before you is written here. The Gemara comments: And why must 
he say all of this? It is so as to not cast aspersions on the Torah 
scroll, because people might think the portion that he read by heart 
is not written there. 


It is stated in the mishna that he reads by heart the portion begin- 
ning with: “And on the tenth,” from the book of Numbers (29:7- 
1). The Gemara asks: But let him furl the Torah scroll" to that 

portion and read it from the text. Rav Huna bar Yehuda says that 

Rav Sheshet says: This is not done because one may not furl" a 

Torah scroll in public," out of respect for the congregation. 


The Gemara asks: But why not let them bring another Torah 
scroll that has previously been furled to that portion and read from 
it? Rav Huna bar Yehuda says: People might then mistakenly think 
that the second scroll was brought due to a flaw that was found in 
the first scroll." Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish says: Another scroll is 
not brought because then the High Priest will need to recite an 
additional blessing over it, and one may not recite a blessing that 
is unnecessary. 


The Gemara questions Rav Huna bar Yehuda’s answer: But are 
we really concerned that people will think that there is a flaw 
in the first scroll? But didn’t Rabbi Yitzhak Nappaha say: When 
the New Moon of Tevet, which always occurs during Hanukkah, 
occurs on Shabbat, one brings three Torah scrolls. And he reads 
from one scroll the topic of the day, i.e., the weekly portion; and 
from one scroll the portion of the New Moon; and from one scroll 
the portion of Hanukkah. It is apparent from the statement of 
Rabbi Yitzhak Nappaha that many Torah scrolls may be used, and 
there is no concern that people will mistakenly think that one or 
more has a flaw. 


The Gemara answers: When three men read from three scrolls, 
there is no concern that people will think that one of the scrolls 
has a flaw, since people assume that it is befitting for each individual 
to read from his own scroll. However, when one man reads from 
two different Torah scrolls, there is a concern that people will 
think that the first scroll has a flaw, and they will not realize that 
this was done only to avoid forcing the community to wait while 
the scroll is furled. 


But among the books of the Twelve Prophets — bw wun 
wy Dw: Although each book is of a different prophet, they are 


considered a single book in the Jewish ca 


is permitted to skip from one to the other. 


But let him furl the Torah scroll - 330b morn: The following 


question is raised in Tosefot HaRosh an 


tractate Yoma: Previously, the Gemara had stated that one may 
not skip a section during the Torah reading. How can it now 
suggest furling the scroll and skipping to a distant section? In 


Tosefot HaRosh, it is explained that if the 


topic to another, even without a pause, it can create confusion 
among the listeners. However, if the listeners see that someone 


is rolling the Torah scroll, they understa 


NOTES 
to another topic. They will remain attentive and not become 
distracted. For this reason, were it permitted to furl the Torah 
scroll in public, it would also be permitted to skip from one 
topic to another. 


non. For this reason, it 


One may not furl, etc. — 15) prota px: The geonim rule in accor- 
dance with the Jerusalem Talmud that if it is necessary to read 
two different topics, the scroll must be furled forward to the 
next passage. This can occur, for example, if the concluding 
verses read from the Torah pertain to the season, e.g., a festival, 
and are not part of the weekly portion, and there is no other 
Torah scroll available. However, it is preferable to do so privately 
and not in the presence of the congregation. 


d Tosefot Yom Tov on 


reader skips from one 


nd that he is moving 


HALAKHA 


One may not skip from one book of the Prophets to 
another book of the Prophets — wd wn pon prs: 
When reading from the Prophets, one may not skip from one 
book of Prophets to another, unless one is reading from the 
book of the Twelve Prophets. However, the Mishna Berura 
notes that contemporary halakhic authorities rule that 
since the custom in most congregations is to read without 
a translator, and since the readings from the Prophets are 
printed in their own book, nowadays it is permitted to skip 
from one book of Prophets to another during the reading 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 12:13; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 14471). 


Provided that one does not skip from the end of the book 
to its beginning - inyynnb 3207 qion Sop Kow radar: Ina 
situation where it is permitted to skip sections during the 
reading, this is permitted only so long as the passages are 
read in the proper order. It is prohibited to start at the end of 
a book and then return to the beginning. Nowadays, there 
is a dispute with regard to whether or not this prohibition 
is relevant. Some authorities rule that it is prohibited to skip 
from the end of a book to its beginning under any circum- 
stances (Magen Avraham), while the Peri Megadim permits 
it when reading about a single topic within a single book 
of the Prophets (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 12:13; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 1441). 


One may not furl a Torah scroll in public - 190 pon ps 
Maya Min: It is prohibited to furl a Torah scroll in public out 
of respect for the congregation, so that the congregation 
will not have to wait while it takes place. However, if there 
is only a single Torah scroll and it is necessary to read two 
different passages, the reading takes precedence and it is 
permitted to furl the scroll (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Tefilla 12:23; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 144:3). 


Due to a flaw that was found in the first scroll - own 
pwr $35: It is prohibited to call up the same person to 
read from two different Torah scrolls, because it can cause 
people to mistakenly believe that a flaw was found in the 
first scroll. Therefore, it is prohibited to call up the same 
person to read the last portion in one Torah scroll and then 
to read the concluding verses that are read from a different 
Torah scroll. If someone was called up to read any portion 
other than the last one from the first Torah scroll, according 
to the Magen Avraham it is permitted to call him up to read 
the concluding verses that are read from the Torah from a 
different scroll. The Bah and others prohibit this. However, on 
Simhat Torah, for several reasons it is permitted to call up a 
person to restart the Torah reading cycle from Genesis even 
if he was already called up to read from Deuteronomy (Eliya 
Rabba). It is permitted to call up three different people to 
read from three different scrolls, and there is no concern that 
people will mistakenly believe that a flaw was found in one 
of the scrolls (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 12:23 and 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom HakKippurim 3:10; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 144:4). 
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NOTES 

The rest of the prayer: A supplication - men KUT 
mann: It seems from Rashi’s commentary in tractate 
Yoma (70a) and other commentaries that this is the 
actual wording of the blessing that the priest recites. 
However, the Rambam holds that this is not the word- 
ing itself but rather it is describing the elements of 
he prayer of the High Priest, i.e., he recites a prayer of 
supplication, a song, and a request to the best of his 
abilities. Accordingly, the only part of this prayer that 
has a set formula is the closing blessing. 


The portion of the Torah read by the king — nw 
shan: This refers to the assembly, a special mitzva 
or the king to read portions of the Torah before the 
nation. Although the Torah itself does not explicitly 
state that this ceremony is a mitzva that the king 
must perform (see Rashi), some say that this detail is 
deduced from the verses of the mitzva, as Moses com- 
manded Joshua to observe this mitzva (Deuteronomy 
31:7-13), speaking in the singular: “You shall read this 
Torah before all Israel in their hearing” (Deuteronomy 
31:11). It therefore appears to be a mitzva for Joshua, 
who was to be the king of the Jewish people. It can 
herefore be extrapolated that this is a mitzva for all 
he kings who come afterward (see Tosefot Yom Tov). 

It is explained in Sefer Yere'im that there is proof 
or this from the fact that King Josiah read the Torah 
or the nation. Others explain that it was the Sages 
who instituted that this mitzva is incumbent upon 
he king to fulfill. When there is no king, the mitzva is 
not negated. Rather, the nation must gather together 
o hear the Torah read by the greatest Sage of the 
generation (Tiferet Yisrael). 

Neither the Mishna nor the Gemara cites a source 
or the halakha that the mitzva is to read these pas- 
sages in Hebrew. However, in the Rambam and Tose- 
fot HaRosh, it is explained that it is derived from the 
words: “You shall read this Torah” (Deuteronomy 31:11), 
that the Torah must be read as it is written, in Hebrew. 
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§ It is taught in the mishna: And after the reading the High Priest 
recites eight blessings. The Sages taught that these are the eight 
blessings: He recites a blessing concerning the Torah in the usual 
way one recites a blessing in the synagogue, and he recites the 
three blessings concerning the Temple service, and concerning 
thanksgiving, and concerning forgiveness for iniquity, and all are 
recited in accordance with their established forms in the Amida 
prayer. He recites the blessing concerning the Temple in and of 
itself, the blessing concerning the priests in and of itself, the bless- 
ing concerning the Jewish people in and of itself, and the blessing 
concerning Jerusalem in and of itself. 


With regard to the end of the mishna, which states: And the rest of 
the prayer, the Sages taught: The text of the rest of the prayer is as 
follows: A supplication," a song, and a request that Your people, 
Israel, are in need of redemption. And he concludes the blessing 
with: Blessed are You, Lord, the One Who hears prayer. From this 
point forward, each and every person present brings a Torah scroll 
from his home and reads from it. And why do all these people 
bring their personal Torah scrolls? Everyone brings his own in order 
to show its beautiful appearance to the public, as a way of showing 
fondness for the mitzva. 


is th ion of the Torah that is read 
MISAN Ae ron the Torah that is rea 


by the king" recited" at the assembly, when 
all the Jewish people would assemble? At the conclusion of the first 
day of the festival of Sukkot, on the eighth, after the conclusion of 
the Sabbatical Year, they make a wooden platform for the king" 
in the Temple courtyard, and he sits on it, as it is stated: “At the 
end of every seven years, in the Festival of the Sabbatical Year” 
(Deuteronomy 31:10). 


The synagogue attendant takes a Torah scroll and gives it to the 
head of the synagogue that stands on the Temple Mount. And 
the head of the synagogue gives it to the deputy High Priest, and 
the deputy High Priest gives it to the High Priest, and the High 
priest gives it to the king. And the king stands, and receives the 
Torah scroll, and reads from it while sitting. 


HALAKHA 


How is the portion of the Torah that is read by the king recited - 
WD an nwy: The Rambam writes: At the conclusion of the 
first day of Sukkot and at the beginning of the intermediate days, 
during the first year of the new Sabbatical cycle, the king reads 
rom the Torah before the nation in the women’s courtyard of the 
Temple. The king is permitted to read while sitting, but if he reads High Priest, and the High Priest then gives it to the king. The king 
standing up, it is praiseworthy. He reads from the beginning of 
he book of Deuteronomy until after the portion of: “Hear, O Israel” after the reading he furls it and recites the blessing recited after 
(Deuteronomy 6:4-9). He then skips and reads the portion of: “And 
it shall come to pass, if you shall hearken” (Deuteronomy 11:13-21). 
He then reads from: “You shall tithe” (Deuteronomy 14:22), until blessing: You have chosen us, until: Who sanctifies Israel and the 
he end of the portion of the blessings and curses (Deuteronomy 
28). The Lehem Mishne comments that the Rambam's version of 
he mishna apparently did not mention the passage concern- 
ing the appointment of a king (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 


Hagiga 3:3). 


They make a wooden platform for the king - bw mya b poy 
yy: For the king's public reading from the Torah, a wooden platform 


is constructed and placed in the middle of the women's court- 
yard. The king sits atop it with the entire nation gathered around 
him. The synagogue attendant takes a Torah scroll and gives it to 
the head of the synagogue, the head of the synagogue gives it 
to the deputy High Priest, the deputy High Priest gives it to the 


recites the standard blessing before reading from the Torah, and 


reading from the Torah. He then adds seven blessings: A blessing 
concerning the Temple service; a blessing of thanksgiving; the 


Festivals, which is recited in the Festival prayer service; a prayer 
over the Temple that closes with: Who dwells in Zion; a prayer for 
the Jewish people that concludes with: Who chooses Israel; and 
a prayer for the priests that concludes with: Who sanctifies the 
priests. Finally, the king recites words of prayer and plea, and ends 
with: Lord, redeem Your people, Israel, for Your people are in need 
of redemption. Blessed are You, Lord, Who hears prayer (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Hagiga 3:4). 
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King Agrippa’ arose, and received the Torah scroll, and read from 
it while standing, and the Sages praised him for this. And when 
Agrippa arrived at the verse in the portion read by the king that 
states: “You may not appoint a foreigner over you” (Deuteronomy 
17:15), tears flowed from his eyes, because he was a descendant of 
the house of Herod and was not of Jewish origin. The entire nation 
said to him: Fear not, Agrippa. You are our brother, you are our 
brother. 


And the king reads from the beginning of Deuteronomy, from the 
verse that states: “And these are the words” (Deuteronomy 1:1), 
until the words: “Hear, O Israel” (Deuteronomy 6:4). And he then 
reads the sections beginning with: “Hear, O Israel” (Deuteronomy 
6:4-9), “And it shall come to pass, if you shall hearken” (Deuter- 
onomy 11:13-21), “You shall tithe” (Deuteronomy 14:22-29)" 
“When you have made an end of the tithing” (Deuteronomy 
26:12-15), and the passage concerning the appointment of a 
king (Deuteronomy 17:14-20)," and the blessings and curses 
(Deuteronomy 28), until he finishes the entire portion. 


The same blessings that the High Priest recites on Yom Kippur, the 
king recites at this ceremony, but he delivers a blessing concerning 
the Festivals in place of the blessing concerning forgiveness for 
iniquity. 


G E M ARA The mishna states that the assembly takes 


place on the eighth. The Gemara asks: Does 
it enter your mind that the assembly takes place on the eighth day 
of the festival of Sukkot? The mishna clearly states that the ceremony 
takes place at the conclusion of the first day of the Festival. Rather, 
say that it takes place during the eighth year of the Sabbatical cycle. 


The verse describes in detail when the assembly takes place: “At the 
end of every seven years, in the Festival of the Sabbatical Year, in the 
festival of Sukkot, when all Israel comes to appear before the Lord 
your God” (Deuteronomy 31:10-11). The Gemara asks: And why do 
I need all these details? 


The Gemara answers: All of these details are necessary, as, if the 
Merciful One had written only “at the end" of every seven years” 
(Deuteronomy 31:10), I would have said that we count from now, 
i.e, from when this was said, and that the tally of years begins from 
the fortieth year in the wilderness, even though by this calculation 
the assembly would not occur in the Sabbatical Year. Therefore, 
the Merciful One writes: “The Sabbatical Year.’ 


And if the Merciful One had written only the phrase: At the end 
of every seven years of the “Sabbatical Year,’ I would have said 
that it takes place at the end of the Sabbatical Year. Therefore, 
the Merciful One writes: “In the Festival,’’ and the first Festival 
following the Sabbatical Year is in the month of Tishrei. 


NOTES 


PERSONALITIES 

King Agrippa - ban pana: This refers to King 
Agrippa |, Julius Agrippa, who was the grandson of 
Herod (10 BCE—44 CE). Agrippa’s father was Aristoblus, 
the son of Herod from his Hasmonean wife, Miriam, 
the daughter of Hyrcanus II. His mother was Berenice, 
the daughter of Herod's sister. He grew up in Rome in 
the house of the emperor, and there he befriended the 
emperor's family. He was a close friend of Gaius, who, 
upon being designated emperor, appointed Agrippa 
governor over a portion of Herod's kingdom. Agrippa 
later became one of the driving forces behind Claudius’s 
appointment as emperor, who in turn installed him as 
ruler over the rest of Herod's kingdom, including the 
land of Judea. Upon arriving in Eretz Yisrael as king, 
Agrippa developed a relationship with the Sages of 
the Jewish people and publicly displayed his deep 
connection to them through observing the mitzvot 
scrupulously. The Sages praised him for this. Agrippa 
attempted to fortify Jerusalem by building an additional 
wall, which included some of the city’s suburbs within 
he city’s limits. 

Since the Sages regarded Herod and his household 
as Canaanite slaves, Agrippa’s status as a member of 
he Jewish people was questionable. Consequently, 
he Sages viewed the people's words, stating that he 
was their brother, as mere flattery (see 41b). Agrippa 
himself was also considered a dubious character. He 
was raised and educated in Rome among friends who 
were wanton in every regard, and as king he continued 
Herod's initiatives of encouraging Greek culture, at least 
in the gentile cities under his reign. 


Coin bearing the profile of Agrippa | 


You shall tithe — wya Wy: Rashi and the Meiri explain that 
since the assembly takes place during the harvest season and 
everyone is obligated to separate tithes from the year’s harvest, 
he king must remind the nation of this. It is explained in the 
Jerusalem Talmud that since the assembly takes place immedi- 
ately after the Sabbatical Year, during which there are no tithes, 
he king must remind the people that they are now once more 
obligated to separate tithes. 


And the passage concerning a king - ban nw: According 
o most commentaries, the king reads the portions that discuss 
he tithes first and does not read the passage concerning the 
appointment of a king between them, despite the fact that this 
breaks the order of the verses, as they discuss a single topic. He 
hen goes back and reads the passage concerning a king. The 
Rambam, however, rules differently. The early commentaries 


address the difficulty of how it is permitted for the king to skip 
from one passage to another in the Torah and then go back- 
ward in the Torah scroll and read about a different topic. Rashi 
explains that since there is no translator present, it does not 
cause an interruption. Some later commentaries understand 
this to mean that since the people are not individually obligated 
to hear the reading, as the purpose of the mitzva is to publicize 
the Torah in general, skipping passages is not problematic (see 
Eshel Avraham). It is explained in the Meiri that the honor of 
the king is given precedence over that of the congregation, 
and since the king is honored by the reading, he is therefore 
permitted to roll the scroll forward and backward to read from 
it (see Tosefot Yom Tov). 


If the Merciful One had written only: At the end [mikkeitz] - 
ypa Nam IND we: The question arises: Why doesn’t the Torah 


simply state: At the end [mikkeitz] of the Sabbatical Year, and 
eliminate any doubt that perhaps the verse is referring to a 
different tally of years? It is explained in Tosafot HaRosh that 
he word mikkeitz does not always refer to the very end of the 
period in question; it can also include the time period itself. 


Therefore, the Torah writes both “at the end [mikkeitz] of every 


seven years” and “in the Festival of the Sabbatical Year.’ 


In the Festival — siaa: Tosafot suggest that the phrase “in the 
Festival” indicates that the assembly takes place sometime in 
he middle of the Festival and not at the beginning. According 
o this opinion, that is why the assembly does not take place 
on the first day of Sukkot. The Rambam’s Commentary on the 
ishna offers a similar interpretation. 
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Perek VII 
Daf41 Amud b 


HALAKHA 


The entire process is for the honor of the king - 
par itia own aap: One may not show honor for 

a student in the presence of his teacher. However, if 
the teacher is honored through the honor that oth- 
ers give his students, then one may do so (Rambam 

Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Hagiga 3:4). 


In the women’s courtyard — Dw) nYya: The por- 
tion of the king is read in the women's courtyard in 
the Temple, and the king is permitted to sit while he 
reads from the Torah if he so desires (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Hagiga 3:4). 


A Nasi who relinquished the honor due him - 
fia by bmw nwa: If a Sage, a deputy Nasi, or a 
Nasi relinquishes the honor due to him, his honor 
is relinquished. Even so, it is still a mitzva to rise 
slightly in his presence and to show respect for him. 
The Shakh, citing the Smak, rules that nowadays, 
the halakhot of a Nasi or the deputy Nasi are not 
applicable (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Talmud 
Torah 6:12; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 244:14). 


A king who relinquished the honor due him - bn 
ina by bmw: Ifa king relinquishes the honor due 
to him, his honor is not relinquished. There is still 
an obligation to honor him by Torah law (Rambam 
Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Melakhim 2:3). 
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And if the Torah had written only: “At the end of every seven years 
in the Festival of the Sabbatical Year,” I would have said that it takes 
place on the festival of Rosh Hashanah, which is on the first day of 
Tishrei. Therefore, the Merciful One also writes: “In the festival 
of Sukkot? 


And if the Merciful One had written only: “In the festival of 
Sukkot,’ I would have said that it could refer even to the last day 
of the Festival. Therefore, the Merciful One also writes: “When 
all Israel comes” (Deuteronomy 31:11), 


implying that the assembly takes place at the beginning of the 
Festival, when the entire Jewish people comes to Jerusalem. 


§ It is taught in the mishna: And the synagogue attendant takes 
a Torah scroll and gives it to the head of the synagogue, until it 
is eventually passed to the king. The Gemara suggests: You can 
learn from the fact that all of these dignitaries receive the Torah 
scroll before the king that honor may be given to a student in the 
presence of the teacher. Abaye said: A proof may not be adduced 
from here, as the entire process is for the honor of the king," to 
show that he is removed from ordinary people by many ranks. 


It is taught in the mishna: And the king stands, and receives the 
Torah scroll, and reads from it while sitting. King Agrippa arose, 
and received the Torah scroll, and read from it while standing. The 
Gemara asks: By inference, until that point he had been sitting. But 
didn’t the Master say (Tosefta, Sanhedrin 4:4) that sitting in the 
Temple courtyard is permitted only for kings from the house of 
David, as it is stated: “Then King David went in, and sat before 
the Lord; and he said: Who am I?” (11 Samuel 7:18). The Gemara 
answers: As Rav Hisda said in a similar context: This took place 
not in the Israelite courtyard, where the prohibition against sitting 
applies, but in the women’s courtyard. Here too, the assembly was 
in the women’s courtyard." 


It is stated in the mishna that King Agrippa read from the Torah 
while standing, and the Sages praised him for this. The Gemara 
asks: From the fact that they praised him, can it be concluded that 
he acted appropriately? Didn’t Rav Ashi say: Even according to 
the one who says with regard to a Nasi who relinquished the 
honor due him," his honor is relinquished, i.e., he may do so, with 
regard to a king who relinquished the honor due him," his honor 
is not relinquished, as it is stated: “You shall place a king over 
you” (Deuteronomy 17:15). This is interpreted to mean that his awe 
shall be upon you. The Torah establishes that awe is an essential 
component of kingship, and it is not the prerogative of the king to 
relinquish it. 


The Gemara answers: Since he relinquished his honor for the sake 
of a mitzva, this situation is different and does not dishonor him. 


The mishna continues: And when Agrippa arrived at the verse: 
“You may not appoint a foreigner over you” (Deuteronomy 17:15), 
tears flowed from his eyes because he was a descendant of the house 
of Herod and was not of Jewish origin. The entire nation said to 
him: You are our brother. It is taught in the name of Rabbi Natan: 
At that moment the enemies of the Jewish people, a euphemism 
for the Jewish people, were sentenced to destruction for flattering 


Agrippa. 
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Rabbi Shimon ben Halafta says: From the day that the power of 
flattery prevailed, the judgment has become corrupted, and 
people’s deeds have become corrupted, and a person cannot say 
to another:" My deeds are greater than your deeds, as everyone 
flatters one another and people no longer know the truth. 


Rabbi Yehuda of the West, Eretz Yisrael, and some say Rabbi 

Shimon ben Pazi, taught: It is permitted to flatter wicked peo- 
ple" in this world, as it is stated concerning the future: “The vile 

person shall no longer be called generous, nor shall the churl 

be said to be noble” (Isaiah 32:5). By inference, this indicates that 

in this world it is permitted to flatter them. 


Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said that this can be proven from here. 
Jacob said to Esau: “I have seen your face, as one sees the face of 
angels, and you were pleased with me” (Genesis 33:10). Jacob 
flattered him by comparing seeing him to seeing a divine vision. 


The Gemara notes: And Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish, in interpreting 
Jacob’s statement, disagrees with Rabbi Levi, as Rabbi Levi says: 
With regard to the interaction between Jacob and Esau, to what 
is this matter comparable? To a person who invited another to 
his home and the guest realized that he wants to kill him. The 
guest said to him: The flavor of this dish that I taste is like a dish 
that I tasted in the king’s house. The host then said to himself: 
The king must know him. Therefore, he was afraid and did not 
kill him. Similarly, when Jacob told Esau that his face is like the 
face of an angel, he intended to let him know that he had seen 
angels, in order to instill fear in him so that Esau would not seek to 
harm him. 


Rabbi Elazar says: Any person who has flattery in him brings 
wrath to the world, as it is stated: “But those with flattery in their 
hearts bring about wrath” (Job 36:13). And moreover, his prayer 
is not heard, as it is stated in that same verse: “They do not cry 
for help when He binds them.” 


The Gemara cites a mnemonic device for the statements of 
Rabbi Elazar: Wrath, fetus, Gehenna, in his hands, menstruating 
woman, exiled. 


And Rabbi Elazar says: Any person who has flattery in him, 
even fetuses in their mothers’ wombs curse him, as it is stated: 
“He who says to the wicked: You are righteous, peoples shall 
curse him [yikkevuhu], nations [leammim] shall execrate him” 
(Proverbs 24:24); and kov, the linguistic root of the word 
yikkevuhu, means only a curse, as it is stated: Balaam explained 
that he did not curse the Jewish people, as he said: “How can I 
curse [ekkov] whom God has not cursed [kabbo]?” (Numbers 
23:8). And le’om is homiletically interpreted to mean only fetuses, 
as it is stated with regard to Jacob and Esau, when they were still 
in Rebecca’s womb: “And one people [leom] shall be stronger 
than the other people [le’om]” (Genesis 25:23). 


And Rabbi Elazar says: Any person who has flattery in him falls 
into Gehenna," as it is stated: “Woe to those who call evil 
good, and good evil” (Isaiah 5:20). What is written afterward? 

“Therefore, as the tongue of fire devours straw, and as the chaff 
is consumed by the flame” (Isaiah 5:24), meaning that the people 
described in the earlier verse will end up burning like straw in the 
fires of Gehenna. 


And Rabbi Elazar says: Anyone who flatters another ultimately 

falls into his hands. And ifhe does not fall into his hands, he falls 

into his children’s hands. And if he does not fall into his chil- 
dren’s hands, he falls into his grandchild’s hands," as it is stated: 

“Then the prophet Jeremiah said to Hananiah... Amen, the Lord 

should do so, the Lord should perform your words” (Jeremiah 

28:5-6). This was a form of flattery, as Jeremiah did not explicitly 
say that Hananiah was a false prophet. And it is written: 
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And a person cannot say to another, etc. - p8) 

na ivan? vaih bia atx: One explanation of 
this statement is that since people wanted to 
flatter one another, no one would say: My deeds 
are greater than yours, lest the other person be 
insulted (Maharatz Hayyut). Others explain that 
since everyone was flattering each other, they 
would even flatter a lowly person and tell him 
that his deeds were good. Therefore, even those 
lowly people would not accept that others act 
in a more meritorious manner than they do (see 
Meromei Sadeh). 


It is permitted to flatter wicked people, etc. — 
na oyw pant ama: The geonim write that 
it is permitted to flatter the wicked only when 
such behavior is unavoidable. The Jewish 
people were punished for flattering Agrippa 
because it was not necessary for them to do 
so. The Meiri explains that one may do so only 
provided that it does not involve a desecration 
of God's name. It is explained in Beer Sheva that 
it is permitted to flatter a wicked person, but it 
is prohibited to praise a person for his wicked 
deeds, unless it can prevent a life-threatening 
situation (see Nedarim 22a). In Sha‘arei Teshuva, 
Rabbeinu Yona rules stringently in this matter 
and prohibits flattering the wicked even in a 
dangerous situation. 


Falls into Gehenna - pasa bon: The reasoning 
behind this statement is that since flattery cor- 
rupts people's judgment, it causes more wicked- 
ness in the world, and the flatterer is punished 
for causing this (/yyun Ya‘akov). 


He falls into his grandchild’s hands - va bin 
i3272: This is alluded to in the verse itself, as the 
official who arrested Jeremiah is not referred 
to by his name and his father's name alone, 
which is the usual custom in the Bible; rather, 
he is referred to by the name of his grandfather, 
Hananiah, as well, demonstrating that there is 
a connection between Jeremiah’s arrest and 
what had happened with Hananiah, the official's 
grandfather. 
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NOTES 
Repulsive as a menstruating woman - 71133 MDI: The 
ritual impurity of a menstruating woman is used through- 
out the Bible as a symbol for something repulsive from 
which everyone, including gentiles, distances himself (see 
Ezekiel 7:19, 36:17, and Lamentations 1:17). 


Four classes of people, etc. — nima ya 1K: The Maharsha 
explains that these classes all engage in sinful speech, 
and they presume that no one is aware of their actions. 
Additionally, it can be explained that the people in all 
four classes do not think that they are doing anything 
evil, as they are speaking the truth or they are not directly 
causing harm. 


BACKGROUND 


In the cities overseas — O97 !3%93: This expression is 
understood by some scholars as referring to Caesarea 
or Cyprus. In fact, the stories in the Talmud that involve 
the cities overseas usually invoke them in order to solve 
a linguistic conundrum, since in cities overseas a certain 
word may be used with a specific meaning, or to describe 
an unusual occurrence, oftentimes a sin or an atypical 
halakhic practice. For this reason, it is likely that when 
the Sages used this term, they did so less to point to a 
geographic place and more to create a setting for peda- 
gogical purposes. 


LANGUAGE 
Galmuda - mths: It is not clear which cities used this 
term, or if it was used by Jews or gentiles. It is likely 
that the word galmuda is associated with a menstru- 
ating woman because of its Hebrew meaning of lonely 
and sad. 
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“And when he was in the gate of Benjamin, a captain of the 

ward was there, whose name was Irijah, the son of Shelemiah, 
the son of Hananiah; and he laid hold on Jeremiah the 

prophet, saying: You shall fall to the Chaldeans. Then 
Jeremiah said: It is false; I shall not fall to the Chaldeans” 
(Jeremiah 37:13-14). And it is then written: “So Irijah laid hold 

on Jeremiah, and brought him to the princes” (Jeremiah 

37:14). Irijah was the grandson of Hananiah, and Jeremiah was 

punished by falling into his hands because he had flattered his 

grandfather. 


And Rabbi Elazar says: Any congregation in which there 
is flattery is as repulsive as a menstruating woman," as it 
is stated: “For a flattering congregation shall be desolate 
[galmud]” (Job 15:34), and in the cities overseas? they call 
a menstruating woman galmuda.' What is the meaning of 
the word galmuda? It means separated [gemula] from her 


husband [mibbala]. 


And Rabbi Elazar says: Any congregation in which there is 
flattery is ultimately exiled. It is written here: “For a flattering 
congregation shall be desolate [ galmud]” (Job 15:34), and 
it is written there: “Then you will say in your heart: Who 
has begotten me these, seeing I have been bereaved of my 
children, and am solitary [galmuda], an exile, and wander- 
ing?” (Isaiah 49:21). The verse states: “An exile,’ as an appositive 
to “galmuda,’ indicating that they are the same. 


Rabbi Yirmeya bar Abba says: Four classes of people" will 
not greet the Divine Presence: The class of cynics, and the 
class of flatterers, and the class of liars, and the class of 
slanderers. 


The proof for this statement is as follows: The class of cynics, 
as it is written: “He draws His hand from cynics” (Hosea 7:5), 
i.e., God does not want to be in their presence; the class of 
flatterers, as it is written: “That a flatterer cannot come before 
Him” (Job 13:16); the class of liars, as it is written: “He who 
speaks falsehood shall not dwell before My eyes” (Psalms 
101:7). 


The class of slanderers will not greet the Divine Presence, as it 
is written: “For You are not a god who has pleasure in wicked- 
ness, evil shall not sojourn with You” (Psalms 5:5), which 
means: You, the Lord, are righteous and evil shall not dwell 
with You in Your dwelling place. “Evil” here is referring to 
slanderers, as is evident from the continuation of the chapter, 
which states: “For there is no sincerity in their mouth; their 
inward part is a yawning gulf, their throat is an open tomb, they 
make smooth their tongue” (Psalms 5:10). 
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The determination whether or not each particular recitation discussed in the chapter 
must be said in Hebrew is derived from verses written in the context of each of these 
recitations. Nevertheless, there are apparently certain general similarities among 
the recitations that may be recited in any language in contrast to those that must 
be said in Hebrew: The recitations that require either the speaker or the listener to 
fully understand the statement may be recited in any language, whereas those that 
are part ofa ritual or ceremony are required to be said in Hebrew. While the Mishna 
establishes that certain recitations, e.g., the Amida prayer and Shema, may be stated 
in any language, in practice it is accepted that one should recite them in Hebrew 
ab initio. 

The chapter presented different opinions with regard to the details of the mitzvot 
that were incumbent upon the generation that entered Eretz Yisrael in the times of 
Joshua. Naturally, there is no room for halakhic ruling with regard to matters that 
already took place; the Sages can only describe what occurred. It is concluded that 
the generation that entered Eretz Yisrael set up three sets of stones upon which they 
wrote the Torah in seventy languages: In the Jordan River, at their place of lodging, 
and at the place where an altar was built. With regard to the blessings and curses, 
the chapter described that the priests and Levites, or some of them, stood between 
Mount Gerizim and Mount Ebal. They recited the blessings while facing Mount 
Gerizim and the curses while facing Mount Ebal. 


There are some differences between the manner in which the Priestly Benediction 
was recited in the Temple and the manner in which it is recited in the synagogue. 
In the Temple, the priests said all three verses as one blessing, and they uttered the 
Tetragrammaton. In the synagogue, the congregation answers amen after each verse, 
and the substitute name of Lordship is used. Furthermore, in the Temple, the priests 
lifted their hands above their heads when reciting the blessing, and in the synagogue 
they lift their hands only to the height of their shoulders. The chapter also discussed 
other issues with regard to the Priestly Benediction, e.g., how the priests are called 
up to recite the blessing, how they stand while uttering the blessing, and what the 
congregation recites during the blessing. 


This chapter is the source for most of the halakhot of the mitzva of assembly. The 
mitzva of assembly takes place every seven years, on the first intermediate day of 
the festival of Sukkot that takes place after a Sabbatical Year. The Sages derive that the 
Torah is read by the king while he is sitting or standing on a special wooden platform 
in the Temple courtyard. The king reads from parts of the book of Deuteronomy that 
contain warnings about the importance of fulfilling mitzvot and from some other 
sections that discuss mitzvot related to that time of year. 


Summary of 
Perek VII 
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When you go forth to battle against your enemies, and see horses, 
and chariots, and a people more than you, you shall not be 
afraid of them; for the Lord your God is with you, who brought 
you up out of the land of Egypt. And it shall be, when you draw 
near to battle, that the priest shall approach and speak to the 
people. And he shall say to them: Hear Israel, you draw near 
today to battle against your enemies; let not your heart faint; 
fear not, nor be alarmed, and do not be terrified of them; for the 
Lord your God is He that goes with you, to fight for you against 
your enemies, to save you. And the officers shall speak to the 
people, saying: What man is there that has built a new house, 
and has not dedicated it? Let him go and return to his house, 
lest he die in the battle, and another man dedicate it. And what 
man is there that has planted a vineyard, and has not used the 
fruit thereof? Let him go and return unto his house, lest he die 
in the battle and another man use the fruit thereof. And what 
man is there that has betrothed a wife, and has not taken her? 
Let him go and return to his house, lest he die in the battle, and 
another man take her. And the officers shall speak further to 
the people, and they shall say: What man is there that is fearful 
and fainthearted? Let him go and return unto his house, lest his 
brethren’s heart melt as his heart. 

(Deuteronomy 20:1-8) 


When a man takes a new wife, he shall not go out with the army, 
neither shall he be charged with any business; he shall be free for 
his house one year, and shall cheer his wife whom he has taken. 


(Deuteronomy 24:5) 


On the heels of topics discussed in the previous chapter, this chapter deals primarily 
with the preparations for battle, and the question of who is exempt from going out 
to war. The addresses of the priest and the officers are stated explicitly in the Torah; 
however, the details still require clarification. 


Among the many issues raised are: Which priest gives this address? When and where 
does the priest address the ranks? What exactly is said by the priest, and what is said 
by the officers? 


In addition, the chapter will clarify and define a number of terms and circumstances 
mentioned in the verses, among them: What is included in the word vineyard, what 
is considered a house, and which wife is considered a new wife. Similarly, the Gemara 
explores the definition of the “fearful and fainthearted.” The Torah relates directly 
to those who are about to dedicate their homes, or enjoy their vineyards, or marry 
the women whom they have betrothed. In parallel, this chapter explores the status 
of those who have dedicated a home, begun to benefit from a vineyard, or married 
over the past year. 


This chapter will also address the issue of determining which kind of war is subject 
to these exemptions. Do these terms apply equally in every manner of military 
campaign and activity, or are there certain wars for which these exemptions are 
inapplicable? 


Introduction to 
Perek VIII 
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MI S H N A With regard to the priest who was anointed 


for war, at the time that he would speak 
to the nation," he would speak to them in the sacred tongue, 
Hebrew, as it is stated: “And it shall be, when you draw near to 
the battle, that the priest shall approach and speak to the people” 
(Deuteronomy 20:2). This priest identified in the verse is the priest 
anointed for war, the priest who is inaugurated specifically to serve 
this function. “And speak to the people”; he addresses them in the 
sacred tongue, Hebrew. 


The Torah dictates the priest’s address: “And he shall say to them: 
Hear Israel, you draw near today to battle against your enemies; 
let not your heart faint; fear not, nor be alarmed, and do not 
be terrified of them” (Deuteronomy 20:3). The priest expounds: 
“Against your enemies” and not against your brothers." This is 
not a war of the tribe of Judah against Simon and not Simon 
against Benjamin, such that if you fall into their hands your 
brothers will have mercy on you, as it is stated with regard to a 
war between Judah and Israel: “And the men that have been men- 
tioned by name rose up, and took the captives, and with the spoil 
clothed all that were naked among them, and arrayed them, and 
shod them, and gave them to eat and to drink, and anointed 
them, and carried all the feeble of them upon donkeys, and 
brought them to Jericho, the city of palm trees, unto their breth- 
ren; then they returned to Samaria” (11 Chronicles 28:15). Rather, 
you are marching to war against your enemies, and if you fall 
into their hands, they will not have mercy on you. 


The priest continues: “Let not your heart faint; fear not, nor be 

alarmed, and do not be terrified of them” (Deuteronomy 20:3). 
“Let not your heart faint” due to the neighing of horses and the 

sharpening of the enemy’s swords. “Fear not” due to the knock- 
ing of shields [terisin ]" and the noise of their boots [calgassin].\" 

“Nor be alarmed” by the sound of trumpets.’ “Do not be terrified” 
due to the sound of shouts. 


The priest explains why the soldiers need not be terrified. “For the 
Lord your God is He that goes with you, to fight for you against 
your enemies, to save you” (Deuteronomy 20:4). Remember that 
they come to war championed by flesh and blood, and you are 
coming championed by the Omnipresent. The Philistines came 
championed by Goliath. What was his end? In the end, he fell 
by the sword, and they fell with him (see 1 Samuel, chapter 17). 
The Ammonites came championed by Shobach. What was his 
end? In the end, he fell by the sword, and they fell with him (see 
11 Samuel, chapter 10). But as for you, you are not so, reliant upon 
the strength of mortals: “For the Lord your God is He that goes 
with you, to fight for you against your enemies, to save you’; this 
verse is referring to the camp of the Ark of the Covenant that 
accompanies them out to war. 


HALAKHA 
fruit thereof. And what man is there that has betrothed a wife, and 


When the priest anointed for war would speak — anda mw 
sama% nywa: When the army is organizing and preparing to go 
to war, the priest anointed for war stands on a high place and 
says to them in Hebrew: “Hear Israel, you draw near today to 
battle. ..For the Lord your God is the one that goes with you, to 
fight for you against your enemies, to save you” (Deuteronomy 
20:3-4). Thereafter, the priest anointed for war says: “What man 
is there that has built a new house, and has not dedicated it? 
Let him go and return to his house, lest he die in the battle, and 
another man dedicate it. And what man is there that has planted a 
vineyard, and has not used the fruit thereof? Let him go and return 
unto his house, lest he die in the battle and another man use the 


has not taken her? Let him go and return to his house, lest he die 
in the battle, and another man take her” (Deuteronomy 20:5-7). 

One commentary wonders: Why does the priest anointed for 
war repeat those statements that he already said at the border? 
He answers that no one returns from the camp upon hearing 
of their release at the border until they hear it a second time, 
at the front (Kesef Mishne). An alternative opinion sides with 
Rashi's interpretation that the release is issued only one time, 
at the border, although the Josefta seems to support the opin- 
ion of the Rambam (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Melakhim 
UMilhemoteihem 7:3). 


NOTES 


At the time that he would speak to the nation - nywa 
oye ataw: According to the Meiri, a priest anointed 
for war would be appointed for each war, whether for 
wars whose mandate is a mitzva or optional wars. How- 
ever, in the case of wars whose mandate is a mitzva, the 
priest would say only the words of encouragement, 
and he would not mention the other matters that do 
not relate to this. 


And not against your brothers - 09N% by xr: Some 
commentaries discuss whether or not the mishna is 
spelling out the content of the priest's speech. Accord- 
ing to one opinion, the priest recites only the words 
written in the Torah, and the mishna is simply interpret- 
ing and explaining those verses for didactic purposes 
(Beer Sheva). However, some understand that the priest 
would elaborate and interpret the verses. 


According to Rashi and the Arukh, based on rt root 
shin, peh, ayin, meaning abundance, the menace 
identified here is the sheer volume of enemy soldiers. 
However, an alternative interpretation, based on the 
textual variant in which shifat is spelled shin, yod, peh, 
tav, argues it is the noise made by various weapons 
(Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna; Meiri). 


LANGUAGE 
Shields [terisin] — pp: From the Greek Oupeds, 
thureos, which means, among other things, an elon- 
gated shield. 


Boots [calgassin] - podp: From the Latin caliga, which 
in its linguistic declension assumes the accusative form 
caligas, meaning shoe, specifically the combat boot of 
Roman soldiers. Apparently, the word was also used as 
a nickname for the soldiers themselves, both by the 
Sages and by the Romans; the nickname of the Emperor 
Caligula derives from this word. In this usage, the term 
implicitly refers to the men who wear combat boots. 


BACKGROUND 
Trumpets - ni3: The trumpets used by the Roman 
army were called cornua, and the soldier blowing one 
of the cornua was called a cornice. 


Roman cornice 
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G E M ARA The Gemara clarifies an ambiguous point 


in the mishna: What is it saying when the 
mishna derives from the verse that the priest must address the 
people in Hebrew? The Gemara answers: This is what the mishna 
is saying: The ruling is derived from a verbal analogy, as itis stated 
here: “And speak” (Deuteronomy 20:2), and there, concerning 
the giving of the Torah, it is stated: “Moses spoke and God 
answered him bya voice” (Exodus 19:19). Just as there, the voice 
spoke in the sacred tongue, so too here, the priest speaks in the 
sacred tongue. 


The Sages taught: “The priest shall approach and speak to the 
people” (Deuteronomy 20:2). One might have thought that any 
priest who would want to address the people may assume this role. 
To counter this idea, the verse states: “And the officers shall 
speak” (Deuteronomy 20:5). Just as the officers described are 
those who have been appointed to discharge their responsibilities, 
so too, the priest described is one who has been appointed 
for this role. The Gemara asks: But if so, why not say that the 
High Priest should deliver this address, as he is also appointed? 
The Gemara replies: The appointed priest must be similar to an 
appointed officer. Just as an officer is one who has someone else, 
i.e, a judge, with greater authority appointed above him, so too, 
the priest described must be one who has someone else, i.e., the 
High Priest, appointed above him. 


The Gemara rejects this answer: The High Priest also meets this 
qualification, as there is the king above him, and therefore, the 
High Priest should deliver the address. The Gemara clarifies: The 
caveat that one must have someone appointed above him is saying 
someone above him in his function. That there is a king is irrele- 
vant to the station of the High Priest, who ranks highest in the 
priesthood. The Gemara suggests: Then say it may be the deputy 
High Priest, who is second to the High Priest; he should deliver 
the address. The Gemara answers: The deputy is not an appointed 
office, as this position has no particular function other than being 
a ready substitute for the High Priest. As it is taught in a baraita: 
Rabbi Hanina, the deputy High Priest, says: To what end is the 
deputy appointed? It is merely for the possibility that if some 
disqualification befalls the High Priest, the deputy steps in and 
serves in his stead. However, the deputy has no specific role of his 
own. 


§ The Torah says about the priest anointed for war: “And he shall 
say to them: Hear Israel” (Deuteronomy 20:3). The Gemara asks: 
What is different in this setting that necessitates the usage of the 
phrase: “Hear Israel”? Rabbi Yohanan said in the name of Rabbi 
Shimon ben Yohai: The Holy One, Blessed be He, said to the 
Jewish people: Even if you have not fulfilled any mitzva except 
reciting Shema of the morning and the evening, you will not be 
delivered into the hands of your enemies. As an allusion to this 
promise, the priest’s address borrows the phrase “Hear Israel,” a 
phrase most familiar from the beginning of the recitation of Shema. 


With respect to the mishna’s comments about the verse: “Let not 
your heart faint; fear not, nor be alarmed, and do not be terrified 
of them” (Deuteronomy 20:3), the Sages taught (Tosefta 7:18): 
The priest speaks with them twice," one time when they are 
gathered for war at the border, and one time when they are on 
the battlefield itself. When they are at the border, what does 
he say? 


The priest speaks with them twice — Day 1272 Dye: The priest 
anointed for war addresses the nation twice. One time, at the 


HALAKHA 


when they are preparing for battle, he says to them: “Hear Israel... 
do not be terrified” (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Melakhim 


border, when they are going out to war, he says to them: “And = UMilhemoteihem 7:2). 
what man is there who has planted a vineyard.” Another time, 
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Hear my words, the regulations of war, and consider who is fit 

to participate in the battle. And return home, all of you who are 

exempt from combat. What does he say on the battlefield?" “Let 

not your heart faint; fear not, nor be alarmed, and do not be 

terrified of them” (Deuteronomy 20:3). These four cautions cor- 
respond to four actions done by the nations of the world: They 
clash their weapons," and they blast horns, they shout, and they 
trample heavily with their horses to frighten their adversaries. 


The mishna recorded the particulars of the priest’s address: The 
Philistines came championed by Goliath. The Gemara describes 
the battle between David and Goliath. What is implied by the 
name Goliath? Rabbi Yohanan says: The verse indicates that he 
stood before the Holy One, Blessed be He, with brazenness 
[gilui panim], as it is stated: “Choose yourselves a man [ish], 
and let him come down to me” (1 Samuel 17:8), and man [ish] is 
referring to none other than the Holy One, Blessed be He, as it 
is stated: “The Lord is a man [ish] of war” (Exodus 15:3). The 
Holy One, Blessed be He, said: I will hereby fell him by the son 
of a man [ben ish]," as it is stated: “Now David was the son of 
that man [ben ish] of Ephrath” (1 Samuel 17:12). 


Rabbi Yohanan said in the name of Rabbi Meir: In three 

instances, his own mouth ensnared that wicked one and unwit- 
tingly foretold his own downfall. One time he said: “Choose 

yourselves a man, and let him come down to me,’ describing 

himself at the bottom. And another time, he said: “If he is able 

to fight with me and kill me then will we be your servants; but if 
I prevail against him, and kill him, then shall you be our servants, 
and serve us” (1 Samuel 17:9). There, he supposed that his oppo- 
nent would defeat him, before supposing that he, Goliath, would 

be victorious. Finally, the other time was when he said to David 

(1 Samuel 17:43): “Am I a dog, that you come to me with staves?” 
The Gemara asks: But didn’t David also speak in this manner? 

David also said to him: “You come to me with a sword, and 

with a spear, and with a javelin” (1 Samuel 17:45). The Gemara 

answers: David then said to him, immediately afterward: “But I 

come to you in the name of the Lord of hosts, the God of the 

armies of Israel, whom you have taunted” (1 Samuel 17:45). 


The verse says: “And the Philistine drew near morning and eve- 
ning” (1 Samuel 17:16). Rabbi Yohanan says: He did this specifi- 
cally in order to prevent them from completing the recitation 
of Shema in the required times of morning and evening. “And 
Goliath presented himself forty days” (1 Samuel 17:16). Rabbi 
Yohanan says: These days correspond to the forty days’ over 
which the Torah was given, as he wanted to do away with it. 


The verse introduces Goliath: “And a champion [ish habeinayim] 

went out from the camp of the Philistines, named Goliath” 
(1 Samuel 17:4.). The Gemara asks: What is indicated by the term 

beinayim? Rav said: The word is related to the root beit, nun, heh, 
meaning build, and means that he is built [muvneh] perfectly and 

free of any blemish. And Shmuel said: The word is related to the 

word bein, meaning between, and means that he was the middle 

[beinoni] among his brothers." A Sage from the school of Rabbi 

Sheila said: The word is related to the root beit, nun, heh, meaning 

build, and means that he was made strong as a building [binyan]. 
Rabbi Yohanan said: The word is related to the word bein, mean- 
ing between, and means that he was born from among many, as 

follows: He was the son of one hundred fathers [pappi] and 

one dog [nanai],‘ as his mother engaged in sexual intercourse 

with one hundred men and a dog, and he was fathered from 

among them. 


NOTES 
What does he say on the battlefield - ma manda 
MİX KIT: The commentaries have pointed out that the 
order of events in the Gemara does not follow the order 
of the verses (Devar Shaul). 


Clash their weapons — p933: According to Rashi, this 
list omits the sharpening of swords and the marching 
because these serve a military purpose and are not 
merely forms of intimidation. Some explain that the 
trampling mentioned here refers to the sound of the 
soldiers’ boots as they march. 


The son of a man — WX Ja: Some explain that this 
refers to one who is still known by his father’s name, 
as David was then still called: The son of Yishai (Riaf). 
Alternatively, this expression refers to one who is still 
young and has not yet reached the full strength of a 
grown man (lyyun Ya'akov). 


Correspond to the forty days - DY DYI 7323: 
According to Rashi, the Jewish people were ‘subject 
to forty days of Goliath's verbal abuse because of the 
forty days during which the giving of the Torah was 
delayed. The Sefat Emet writes that Goliath's intention 
was to prevent them from reciting Shema for forty days, 
after which they could no longer rectify their omission, 
in accordance with the assertion of the Zohar that a 
prayer that has been damaged for forty days can no 
longer be rectified. 


The middle among his brothers — ynxaw 3123: 
According to the Maharal, this observation ‘underscores 
that Goliath was the central and most important of 
his brothers. 


LANGUAGE 
Brazenness [gilui panim] - 033 nbn: This term, which 
literally means: Exposure of the face, denotes brazen- 
ness or impudence. Apparently, the turn of phrase 
derives from the fact that people often cover or hide 
their faces when they are embarrassed. As such, acting 
or speaking with a completely exposed face demon- 
strates a complete lack of shame. 


Fathers [pappi] - +33: From the Greek naxnac, pappas, 
meaning father. The Gemara employs the term in its 
plural Aramaic form to mean many fathers. 


Dog [nanai] - *%3x3: The commentaries agree that this 
word means dog, but its origin is uncertain. Presuming 
that the first nun in the word nanai was mistakenly writ- 
ten in place of the letter kaf, which it closely resembles, 
one opinion suggests that the proper text should be 
cani, from the Latin word canis, which is the source of 
the English word canine. 
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NOTES 


As it is stated: And they lifted their voice, etc. - 
^3) pip mawm :Waxaw: Although Rava did not disclose 
a source for his claim that Orpah shed four tears, the 
commentaries suggest that the four tears are indi- 
cated in the text of the story. 

According to Rashi, Orpah cried two separate 
times. The first time, the verse states: “And they lifted 
up their voice, and wept” (Ruth 1:9). The second time, 
after Naomi insisted that the women return to their 
own families, the verse states: “And they lifted up 
heir voice, and wept again” (Ruth 1:14). Rashi learns 
rom the term “again” that the verse is emphasizing 
hey cried a second time. Presuming that Orpah cried 
rom both eyes each time, Rashi concludes she shed 
Our tears. 

By contrast, the Maharsha finds evidence for four 
ears even without presuming that she cried from 
each eye, as follows: The first verse indicates one tear. 
nthe second verse, the term “they lifted [vatisena]” is 
written in an abridged form, without an alef. Spelled 
vav, tav, sin, nun, heh, the word resembles the root for 
he word shenayim, meaning two, so that it implies 
wo tears. As the second verse also states that they 
wept again, this implies an additional tear, which 
brings the total to four. 


The half [hetz] of his spear — inn yn: Rashi explains 
hat Rabbi Elazar bases his reading on the fact that 
he word spear [hetz] closely resembles the word 
half [hetzi]. 
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The verse recounts that he was “named Goliath, of Gath” (1 Samuel 
17:4). Rav Yosef taught: This is because everyone would thresh his 
mother by cohabiting with her like people do in a winepress [gat], 
where everyone tramples. It is written that Goliath came from “the 
caves [me‘arot] of the Philistines” (1 Samuel 17:23), but we read, 
according to the Masoretic text: He came from among “the ranks 
[ma‘arkhot] of the Philistines.” What is meant by the written term 
mearot? Rav Yosef taught: The word is related to the word he’era, 
meaning penetrated, and implies that everyone penetrated [he’eru], 
i.e., engaged in sexual intercourse with, his mother. 


It is written that Goliath’s mother was: “Harafa” (11 Samuel 21:16), and 
in another place it is written: “Orpah” (Ruth 1:4), and the Gemara 
will soon explain that this was the same woman. Rav and Shmuel 
engaged in a dispute concerning this matter. One of them said: Her 
name was Harafa, and why is she called by the name Orpah? It is 
because everyone came at her from behind [orfin] her, i.e., sodom- 
ized her. And one of them said: Her name was Orpah, and why is 
she called by the name Harafa? It is because everyone threshed 
her like groats [harifot], i.e., engaged in sexual intercourse with her, 
and so it says that this word means groats: “And the woman took 
and spread the covering over the well’s mouth, and strewed groats 
[harifot] thereon” (11 Samuel 17:19). And if you wish, you can say 
from here: “Though you should crush a fool in a mortar with a 
pestle among groats [harifot], yet will not his foolishness depart from 
him” (Proverbs 27:22). 


The Gemara continues its discussion of the battle of David and Goliath. 

“These four were born to Harafa in Gath; and they fell by the hand 
of David, and by the hand of his servants” (11 Samuel 21:22). The 
Gemara asks: What are the names of the four siblings mentioned here? 
Rav Hisda said: They are Saph, and Madon, Goliath, and Ishbi in 
Nob (see 11 Samuel 21:16-20). 


It says: “And they fell into the hands of David and his servants.” 
Why? It is because of the acts of their forebears, as it is written: “And 

Orpah kissed her mother-in-law, and Ruth cleaved to her” (Ruth 

1:14). Rabbi Yitzhak says: The Holy One, Blessed be He, said: The 

children of the one who kissed, referring to the four giants descended 

from Orpah, will come and fall into the hand of the children of the 

one who cleaved, referring to David, who was descended from Ruth. 
Rava taught: As a reward for the four tears that Orpah shed in sad- 
ness over her mother-in-law, she merited four mighty warriors 

descended from her, as it is stated: “And they lifted up their voice" 

and wept again” (Ruth 1:14). 


It is written about Goliath: “And the half [hetz] of his spear" was like 
a weaver’s beam” (1 Samuel 17:7), and we read, according to the Maso- 
retic tradition: “And the shaft [etz] of his spear.” Rabbi Elazar says: 
The written version of the text demonstrates that we have not yet 
reached half [hetzi] of the praise of that wicked man. Only half of 
his spear was as long as a weaver’s beam, but the Masoretic reading 
offers a less impressive description. It is learned from here that it is 
prohibited to relate the praise of wicked people. The Gemara asks: 
If so, then the verse should not begin by praising him at all. The 
Gemara answers: It was necessary in this case in order to relate the 
praise of David, who defeated Goliath. 


§ According to the mishna, the priest would say: The Ammonites 
came championed by Shobach (see 11 Samuel, chapter 10). In one 
account, his name is written: “Shobach” (11 Samuel 10:18), and in 
another place it is written: “Shophach” (1 Chronicles 19:18). Rav and 
Shmuel engaged in a dispute concerning this matter. One of them 
said: His name was Shophach, and why is he called by the name 
Shobach? It is because he was built like a dovecote [shovakh], as he 
was exceptionally tall. And one of them said: His name was Shobach, 
and why is he called by the name Shophach? It is because anyone 
who would see him would become terrified and his courage would be 
spilled [nishpakh] before him like water from a jug. 
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The Gemara records a dispute concerning the enemy forces of 
Nebuchadnezzar. The prophet states: “Their quiver [ashpato] is 
an open sepulcher, they are all mighty men” (Jeremiah 5:16). Rav 
and Shmuel, and some say Rabbi Ami and Rabbi Asi, engaged 
in a dispute concerning the implication of the verse. One of them 
said: When they shoot an arrow, they produce heaps and heaps 
[ashpatot ashpatot] of corpses. And lest you say that they are 
skilled in the arts of battle but they are not particularly strong, 
the verse states: “They are all mighty men.” And one of them 
said: When they perform their needs, i.e., relieve themselves, 
they produce heaps and heaps [ashpatot ashpatot] of excrement, 
which indicates they eat heartily, like mighty men. And lest you 
say it is because they are ill in their intestines, the verse states: 
“They are all mighty men” and are not ill. 


Rav Mari said: Learn from this exchange that if there is one whose 
excrement is abundant,’ he is ill in his intestines. The Gemara 
asks: What difference is there whether or not he is ill in his intes- 
tines? The Gemara answers: It is so that one who suffers these 
symptoms will tend to himself medically. 


Ina similar vein, one is urged to relieve his distress. The verse states: 
“Ifthere is a care in the heart of a man, let him bend it [ yashhena]” 
(Proverbs 12:25). Rabbi Ami and Rabbi Asi dispute the verse’s 
meaning. One said: He should force it [ yashena] out of his mind. 
He should remove his worries from his thoughts. And one said: It 
means he should tell [yesihena] his troubles to others," which will 

relieve his anxiety. 


The mishna recounts the priest’s address: But you are not like 
them, because, as the verse states: “For the Lord your God is He 
that goes with you, to fight for you against your enemies, to save 
you” (Deuteronomy 20:4). And why does the verse elaborate so 
much in spelling out the nature of God's attendance in battle? It is 
because the ineffable name of God and all of His appellations" 
that are written on the tablets 


were resting in the Ark. And similarly, it says in the verse with 

regard to the war against Midian: “And Moses sent them, a thou- 
sand of every tribe, to the war, them and Pinehas the son of Elazar 
the priest, to the war, with the holy vessels and the trumpets for the 

alarm in his hand” (Numbers 31:6). The verse is interpreted as 

follows: “Them”; these are the Sanhedrin. “Pinehas”; he was the 

priest anointed for war. “And the holy vessels”; this is the Ark 
and the tablets" that were within it. “And the trumpets for the 

alarm”; these are the shofarot." 


And the holy vessels; this is the ark and the tablets — 
ninh payg m wip bax: Some sources suggest other inter- 
pretations of this verse. According to one opinion, the verse 
refers to the vestments of the High Priest (Josefta 7:17). In a 
variation on this opinion, Rashi suggests that the holy vessels 
mentioned are the Ark and the priest's frontplate (Rashi on 


Numbers 31:6). 


NOTES 
These are the shofarot — niiwn sx: The Maharsha is at a loss 
to explain the Gemara's interpretation that the trumpets in the 
verse are referring to shofarot. He maintains that it should be 
self-evident that these trumpets are those identified elsewhere 
(Numbers, chapter 10) as meant for use in war. The Rashash, 
based on the Gemara (Shabbat 36a), suggests that the Gemara 
here is referring to the trumpets, but these trumpets were called 
shofarot at that time. 


BACKGROUND 


One whose excrement is abundant — W527 12 °K 
ban: Various intestinal illnesses prevent the intestines 
from properly absorbing nutrition and fats from food. 
Symptoms of these illnesses include diarrhea or other 
excessive discharge. Prolonged illness of this type may 
result in pronounced weight loss and a general decline 
in health. 


NOTES 


He should tell his troubles to others — pan mpe: 

The commentaries discuss what the sufferer gains by tell- 
ing his troubles to others. According to one interpretation, 
others will pray for him and bring about the alleviation 
of his suffering (Arukh). According to another opinion, 
the listeners will offer the sufferer advice for how to deal 

with his troubles (Rashi on Yoma 75a). A third explanation 
suggests that one experiences a measure of relief from the 
mere act of sharing his distress with others and hearing 
their responses (Riaf). 


The ineffable name of God and all of His appellations - 
wpa bor ow: This matter is explored at some length in 
Tosefot HaRosh. Based on the opinion that there were two 
arks, the Rosh explains that each ark had a distinct func- 
ion. The Ark of the Covenant, which held the second set 
of tablets, was left in the Holy of Holies in the Tabernacle. 
The other ark, a wooden ark initially fashioned by Moses for 
he purpose of holding the tablets, contained the shards of 
he original tablets that were broken at Mount Sinai. This 
second ark was the one carried out to war. 
Once the Temple was built, the shards were transferred 
o the Ark of the Covenant. In their stead, the wooden ark, 
which was still carried out to war, held the ineffable name 
of God and His other appellations. 
However, the Rosh notes that an opinion cited in the 
Jerusalem Talmud affirmed that there was only one ark. 
According to this opinion, the same Ark of the Covenant 
that normally rested in the Holy of Holies was also occa- 
sionally removed to be carried out to war. 
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NOTES 


It was not for nothing that Pinehas went, etc. — xd 
1D) DNS ba pind: If, as the Gemara states, Pinehas 
was the priest anointed for war, there need not be any 
other reason for him to be selected to participate in 
the war; he simply went out to war in this appointed 
role. The Tosefot HaRash offers two resolutions. First, it 
is possible that this statement contradicts the previ- 
ous one, stating that Pinehas was sent for the per- 
sonal reason described here and not as the anointed 
priest. Alternatively, Pinehas was in fact the anointed 
priest, and this statement is suggesting why he was 
singled out for this role. 

The Maharal insists that the selection of Pinehas 
was not meant, as it would seem at first glance, to 
allow him to settle a personal grievance. After all, this 
war was waged hundreds of years after Joseph was 
sold into slavery, and all the relevant parties were long 
dead. Rather, the fact that the Midianites had sold 
Joseph was relevant to this war only insofar as that 
event demonstrated a natural opposition between 
Midian, a nation characterized by promiscuity, and 
Joseph, a man characterized by sexual self-control. 
Joseph's descendant, Pinehas, shared his forebear's 
strong personal resistance to promiscuity, and he 
was therefore chosen to lead this campaign, whose 
objective was to avenge the Midianites’ luring the 
Jewish people into crimes of promiscuity and idolatry. 


HALAKHA 


One who builds - mian tnx: If one has built a home, 
a barn for cattle, a shed for wood, or a warehouse, if 
it has the potential to serve as a domicile, he returns 
rom the military ranks. This applies not only to one 
who has built the house himself but also to one who 
has purchased or inherited a house, or was given a 
house as a gift. 

However, if he has built a gateway, a veranda, a 
balcony, or a house that is smaller than four by four 
cubits, he does not return from the military ranks. 
The Kesef Mishne suggests that the omission of a 
storehouse for straw from this list may be due to 
a scribal error (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot 
Melakhim UMilhemoteihem 7:5). 


One who plants — yyin tx: If one planted a vine- 
yard or five fruit trees, even from five different species, 
he returns home from the military ranks. This applies 
equally whether he planted a tree, or bent a vine into 
the ground, or grafted different trees together. There 
is no difference whether one planted the trees him- 
self or whether he bought them, or inherited them, or 
if a vineyard was given to him as a gift. However, one 
who planted four fruit trees or five non-fruit bearing 
trees does not return (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot 
Melakhim UMilhemoteihem 7:6). 


One who betroths - DI%27 thw: If one betrothed a 
woman, whether she is a virgin or a widow, or if one 
isin line for a levirate marriage, he returns home from 
the military ranks (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot 
Melakhim UMilhemoteihem 7:7). 
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A tanna taught: It was not for nothing that specifically Pinehas 
went" to war with Midian; rather, it was to exact the rightful 
judgment of his mother’s father, Joseph, as it is stated: “And 
the Midianites sold him into Egypt to Potiphar, an officer of 
Pharaoh's” (Genesis 37:36). The Gemara asks: Is this to say that 
Pinehas came, on his mother’s side, from the family of Joseph? 
But it is written: “And Elazar, Aaron’s son, took himself a wife 
from the daughters of Putiel; and she bore him Pinehas” (Exodus 
6:25). What, is it not that Pinehas came from the family of Yitro, 
who was also called Putiel because he fattened [pittem] calves 
for idol worship? They answer: No; he was descended from 
Joseph, who mocked [pitpet] his desire by resisting the advances 
of Potiphar’s wife. 


The Gemara asks: But is it not the case that, according to an oral 
tradition, the tribes were denigrating Pinehas after he killed Zimri, 
saying: Did you see this son of Puti, the son whose mother’s 
father fattened cows for idol worship? Should this man kill a 
prince of Israel? Evidently, his grandfather Puti was Yitro, not 
Joseph. The Gemara answers: Rather, Pinehas was descended 
from both Joseph and Yitro. If his mother’s father descended 
from Joseph, his mother’s mother descended from Yitro. And if 
his mother’s mother descended from Joseph, his mother’s father 
descended from Yitro. The Gemara confirms this resolution: The 
language is also precise, as it is written: Elazar took a wife “from 
the daughters of Putiel,” which implies that she came from two 
daughters of men named Putiel. The Gemara concludes: You may 
learn from the verse that this is so. 


MI S H NA The mishna continues its discussion of 

the speech given before battle. “And the 
officers shall speak to the people, saying: What man is there 
that has built a new house, and has not dedicated it? Let him go 
and return to his house, lest he die in the battle, and another man 
dedicate it” (Deuteronomy 20:5). He is sent home ifhe is one who 
builds" a storehouse for straw, a barn for cattle, a shed for wood, 
or a warehouse. Similarly, it applies if he is one who builds, or if 
he is one who purchases, or if he is one who inherits, or if he is 
one to whom it is given as a gift. In all these instances, the man 
returns from the war encampment. 


The next verse states: “And what man is there that has planted a 
vineyard, and has not used the fruit thereof? Let him go and 
return unto his house, lest he die in the battle and another man use 
the fruit thereof” (Deuteronomy 20:6). He is sent home if he is 
one who plants" a whole vineyard of many vines, or if he is one 
who plants as few as five fruit trees of another variety, and even 
if these five are from the five species. The produce need not be all 
of one species. The same applies if he is one who plants, or if he 
is one who layers the vine, bending a branch into the ground so 
that it may take root and grow as a new vine, or if he is one who 
grafts different trees onto one another. And it applies if he is one 
who purchases a vineyard, or ifhe is one who inherits a vineyard, 
or if he is one to whom the vineyard is given as a gift. 


The next verse states: “And what man is there that has betrothed 
a wife, and has not taken her? Let him go and return to his house, 
lest he die in the battle, and another man take her” (Deuteronomy 
20:7). He is sent home ifhe is one who betroths'" a virgin, or if he 
is one who betroths a widow. This applies even if his yevama, his 
late brother’s wife, is a widow waiting for him as her yavam to 
perform levirate marriage; and even if he heard that his brother 
died in the war and the widow begins to wait for him only then, 
he returns and goes home. Each of these men, although they are 
exempt, still hear the address of the priest and the regulations 
of war at the local camp, and thereafter they return to their respec- 
tive homes. However, they still support the war effort, and they 
provide water and food for the soldiers and repair the roads. 
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And these are the men who do not return to their homes: One 
who builds a gateway,’ or an enclosed veranda [akhsadra], or 
a balcony;’ or one who plants no more than four fruit trees or 
even five or more non-fruit bearing trees; or one who remarries 
his divorced wife." Nor is there an exemption for one who has 
betrothed a woman whom he is not permitted to marry: With 
regard to a widow betrothed to a High Priest" (see Leviticus 21:7); 
a divorcée or a yevama who performed halitza [halutza], in 
lieu of entering into a levirate marriage, betrothed to a common 
priest (see Leviticus 21:13-15) ; a mamzeret or a Gibeonite woman 
betrothed to an Israelite; or an Israelite woman betrothed to a 
mamzer or a Gibeonite (see Deuteronomy 23:3); such a man 
does not return to his home. Rabbi Yehuda says: Even one who 
rebuilds a house as it stood originally would not return. Rabbi 
Eliezer says: Even one who builds a new brick house in the 
Sharon would not return because these houses are not stable and 
are expected to collapse periodically. 


These are the men who do not even move from their places" 
because they do not even report to the camp: One who built 
a house and dedicated it within the year; one who planted a 
vineyard and used its fruit for less than a year; one who marries 
his betrothed and one who marries his yevama, his brother’s 
widow who must enter into a levirate marriage or perform halitza, 
as itis stated: “When a man takes a new wife, he shall not go out 
with the army... he shall be free for his house one year, and shall 
cheer his wife whom he has taken” (Deuteronomy 24:5). The 
mishna interprets the verse as follows: “For his house”; this 
means his house that he built. “He shall be”; this term includes 
his vineyard. “And shall cheer his wife”; this is his wife. “Whom 
he has taken”; this phrase comes to include his yevama, who is 
considered his wife with respect to this halakha although he has 
not yet married her. Those who are exempt for these reasons do 
not even provide water and food to the soldiers, and they do 
not repair the roads. 


C E M ARA The Sages taught: “And the officers shall 

speak... What man is there that has built 
a new house, and has not dedicated it? Let him go and return to 
his house, lest he die in the battle, and another man dedicate it” 


(Deuteronomy 20:5). One might have thought that they say their 
own words and that the priest does not issue these proclamations. 


However, when it says: “And the officers shall speak further” 


(Deuteronomy 20:8), their own words are mentioned only in 
this latter verse. Evidently, then, the priest is the speaker in the 
earlier verse. How then do I realize the meaning of: “And the 
officers shall speak” in the first verse? The verse is speaking of 
the words of the priest anointed for war. How so? The priest 
speaks" in an undertone, and an officer calls out the priest’s 
words so that they are audible to the assembled. 


HALAKHA 


One who remarries his divorced wife — inwa NN wnat: 
If one remarried his ex-wife or married a woman who is 
forbidden to him, e.g., a High Priest who married a widow 
or an Israelite who married a mamzeret, he does not return 
home from the ranks (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Melakhim 
UMilhemoteihem 7:8). 


These are the men who do not even move from their places — 
mipan pr paw bg: The following people do not go out to war 
at all and are not charged with any war-related tasks: One who 
built a house and dedicated it; one who married his betrothed; 
one who performed a levirate marriage; and one who redeemed 
the fruits of his vineyard. These people do not go out to war until 
one year after the enumerated events. Furthermore, not only 
do they not go out to war, but they also are not responsible for 
providing food and water to the soldiers, they do not guard the 


walls, and they do not contribute to the fortification of the city 
or to the military provisions (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot 
Melakhim UMilhemoteihem 7:10-11). 


The priest speaks — 13°13 1713: The priest who has been anointed 
for war says, in Hebrew: “Hear Israel. . 
to save you,’ and another priest calls out his address to all the 
assembled. Then the priest anointed for war says: “What man is 
there that has built a new house, and has not dedicated it? Let 
him go and return to his house, lest he die in the battle, and 
another man dedicate it” and an officer calls out his statement 
to all the assembled. Thereafter, an officer arises and says: “What 
man is there that is fearful and fainthearted” and another officer 
calls out his words to all the assembled (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, 
Hilkhot Melakhim UMilhemoteihem 7:3). 


„let not your heart faint. . . 


BACKGROUND 

Gateway - ww ma: The gateway mentioned here is a 
small structure built at the entryway of a courtyard. It is 
meant to delay people, so that they cannot enter sud- 
denly and directly into the courtyard. Normally, it is a very 
small open structure whose back wall is the gate to the 
courtyard. If there was a guard, he would occasionally 
sit in the gateway. Nevertheless, it cannot be properly 
defined as a living space in any way because it is so small 
and open on one side. 


Balcony [mirpeset] - npaya: The Hebrew root of this word 
is reish, peh, samekh, which means tread or trample. The 
term indicates a wooden board or a stone structure built as 
an extension at the top of a staircase to provide access to 
apartments located on the upper floor of a house. As such, 
the balcony serves as a type of open hallway alongside 
the house. 

Some passageways of this type are roofed, and they 
generally have some sort of wall to prevent people from 
falling. Nevertheless, even when the passage is largely 
enclosed, it is built to be a passageway and is not truly 
habitable. 


LANGUAGE 


Veranda [akhsadra] - my1D>xx: From the Greek é&é5pa, 
exedra, denoting a roofed entrance in front of a home. 


Veranda in front of an ancient Greek housei in Delos, Greece 


NOTES 
A widow betrothed to a High Priest - bina apy maby: 
Some see this as proof that the priests were also com- 
manded to participate in wars, although they do not have 
their own territory in Eretz Yisrael. However, some contend 
that the priests are merely permitted to volunteer, but they 
are not obligated to fight (Birkei Yosef; Minha Hareva). 
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NOTES 
What man is there that has built, etc. - ma Wx WNT 1 
^3): The commentaries discuss precisely which term in 
he verse serves to include even one who has acquired a 
house through means other than building it himself. Rashi 
explains that the inclusion here is learned from the words 
“what man” The Rashash contends that the principle is 
earned from the term “that has.’ He adds that the word 


ion to build a parapet even upon the roof of a structure 
hat is not a domicile. 


HALAKHA 
Excludes a robber - tnd vy: One who has a new house 
ora vineyard returns home from the military ranks, whether 
he built it for himself or received it from someone else. 
However, one who stole either of these assets does 
not return (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Melakhim 
UMilhemoteihem 7:5-6). 
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“house” has also been used elsewhere as an inclusive term. 
n the Sifrei, this derivation serves as the basis for the obliga- 
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It is taught in one baraita: A priest speaks, and an officer calls 
out his words; and it is taught in another baraita: A priest 
speaks and a priest calls out. And it is taught in yet another 
baraita: An officer speaks and an officer calls out. Abaye said: 
How can these texts be reconciled? From the words: “That the 
priest shall approach” (Deuteronomy 20:2), until the words: 
“And the officers shall speak” (Deuteronomy 20:5 ), which consist 
of words of encouragement and inspiration, a priest speaks 
and another priest calls out. From the words “and the officers 
shall speak” until the words: “And the officers shall speak fur- 
ther” (Deuteronomy 20:8), which list various people who are to 
return home from the battle front because of happy occasions, 
a priest speaks and an officer calls out. From the words “and 
the officers shall speak further” and on, which address those 
who are fearful and fainthearted, an officer speaks and another 
officer calls out. 


§ The mishna teaches that the officers announce: “What man is 
there that has built" a new house, and has not dedicated it? Let 
him go and return to his house, lest he die in the battle, and 
another man dedicate it” (Deuteronomy 20:5). The Sages taught: 
From the phrase “That has built,’ I have derived only that this 
applies to one who has literally built a house. From where do I 
derive that it includes one who purchased, or inherited, or has 
been given a house as a gift? The verse states broadly: “What 
man is there that has built.” By not merely stating: One that 
has built, but using the expanded “what man is there that has 
built,’ the verse includes any of these circumstances. 


From the term “a house” I have derived only a house in which 

people live. From where is it derived that the exemption is under- 
stood to also include one who builds a storehouse for straw, a 

barn for cattle, a shed for wood, or a warehouse? The verse 

states: “That has built,’ which includes whatever one built, in 

any case. One might have thought that I should include even 

one who builds a gateway, or an enclosed veranda, or a bal- 
cony; however, the verse states: “A house,’ which teaches that 
just as a house is, by definition, a structure that is fit for living, 
so too, this halakha applies to every structure that is potentially 
fit for living, although in practice it may be used for another 
purpose. 


Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov says: The word “house” is to be 
understood to mean, as it indicates, a building meant for human 
residence. With regard to the house for which a man may be 
sent back from the camp, since the verse does not state merely: 
“And has not dedicated,” but rather: “And has not dedicated it,” 
specifying the particular house to which the man is connected, 
the verse therefore excludes a robber" who does not own his 
house. The Gemara asks: Shall we say that this opinion is not 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili? As, if 
it were in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, 
didn’t he say: When the verse singles out the “fearful and 
fainthearted” (Deuteronomy 20:8), this is referring to one 
who is afraid 


because of sins that he has. According to this interpretation, one 
who stole another’s real estate should return home from war 
because of his guilt, which would seem to contradict the opinion 
of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov. 


faa pian opp a Koon trax 
MDIPR TN Taw TIY 
XPT PD ny pth mb 

xb- -WTD KON da mina 


WAND "DID ye) WX WKT NY 
YU NYY bx "yO WR” pr 
yan manga D yy wy np? 

"yen ws WRT ay nt ibn 


niab pn oa xd) pe-o” 
vn box Down mg nwan 
bin» IYMON”: gib Tbn Pma 
radon TYIN Ypi Ta Nw 
Tbn app i mem boxn 

von" ath 


“DID” iN Spy? ya wd 197 
= "bon xby pce xb” AyD 
pA PX MT aah rand vp 
INN) PIA IMC) WEI TMH 
37 VX KPL 21 WK [D707 
NIIA [XD WWD xd NIDN 

ADI NIIA IKI NDN 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


The Gemara answers: Even if you say that this ruling is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, Rabbi Eliezer ben 
Ya'akov still needs to exclude one in possession ofa stolen house, as 
in a case where one repented and gave money to the owners of 
the house that he stole. Although in such a case he is not considered 
a criminal, the house was originally stolen, and therefore he must 
remain among the military ranks. The Gemara challenges this: If 
so, i.e., he repaid the owners, he is now a legal purchaser of the 
house and he should return from the military ranks. The Gemara 
answers: Since initially it entered his possession with the status 
of stolen property,’ he does not return. 


§ The Gemara continues its discussion of those who return from 
the ranks. “And what man is there that has planted a vineyard, 
and has not used the fruit thereof” (Deuteronomy 20:6). The Sages 
taught: From the phrase “that has planted,” I have derived only 
that it applies to one who actually planted a vineyard. From where 
is it derived that the military exemption likewise includes one who 
purchased it, one who inherited it, and one to whom it was given 
as a gift? The verse states: “And what man is there that has 
planted.” By not merely stating: One that has planted, but using 
the expanded “what man is there that has planted,” the verse 
includes any of these circumstances. 


From the specific term “vineyard,” I have derived only a vineyard; 

from where do I derive that it comes to include five fruit trees 

even from other species? The verse states: “That has planted,” 
to include different types of trees. Might I include even one 

who plants only four fruit trees and one who plants five or more 

non-fruit bearing trees? The verse states: “Vineyard.” The term 

excludes a quantity of trees that is too few to qualify as a vineyard, 
as well as trees that do not yield fruit at all. 


Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov says: The word “vineyard” is to be 
understood as it indicates, and it is referring only to a grape 
vineyard. And since the verse does not state merely: “And has 
not used the fruit,” but rather: “And has not used the fruit thereof,” 
it excludes one who layers? the vine or branch and one who 
grafts™ different trees onto one another. The Gemara asks: But 
didn’t we learn in the mishna: He is released if he is one who 
plants, or ifhe is one who layers, or if he is one who grafts trees? 
Rabbi Zeira said that Rav Hisda said: This is not difficult. Here, 
in the case where one does not return from the ranks, the man has 
performed forbidden grafting;" there, in the case where one does 
return from the ranks, he has performed permitted grafting." 


BACKGROUND 

Layering — 73737: This refers to an agricultural process, 
particularly common in grapevines, in which a growing tree 
branch is inserted into the ground in such a way that it will 
take root. After it takes root, the branch is severed from its 
tree. This is similar to the method of planting a shoot, but 
with the added advantage that it also receives nourishment 
from the original tree for a period of time. 


Layering 


Grafting - 12377: Grafting is a method for maintaining 
and improving trees that dates back to antiquity. While the 
methods of grafting have been enhanced over time, the 
essential principles have not changed. Grafting consists of 
inserting a branch from one tree into a slit made in another 
tree for this purpose, although the precise techniques of 
connecting branch to tree vary among the different species 
of trees. It appears from the Talmud that grafting grapevines 
was particularly common at that time. 

In talmudic times it was also common to graft trees 
while the branch remained connected to the original tree. 
This ensured that the grafted branches would not dry out 
in the event that the grafting did not succeed. The Gemara 
refers to this method as: A young tree that was entangled 
with an old tree. 


HALAKHA 
Permitted grafting — 1°71 n2373: If one grafts or layers a 
tree in such a way that it is subject tothe prohibition of orla, 
he returns home from war (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot 
Melakhim UMilhemoteihem 7:6). 


NOTES 


It entered his possession with the status of stolen property — 
apy KON ahs mina: The Torah dictates that it is inappropriate 

to formally dedicate an item that has entered one’s possession 

through a sin, as this cannot be classified as an unadulterated 

mitzva. Therefore, although one may now have full ownership 

of the property in question, he does not return from the military 
ranks for such a house (Minha Hareva). 


One who layers and one who grafts — aaa pra: The 
majority of the discussion here revolves around grafting. Evi- 
dently, the Gemara does not dwell on the issue of layering 
because it has been established that as long as the layered 
branch is still being nourished by its tree it is not considered to 
be its own tree, and the years of orla are counted only from the 
point that this nourishment ceases (Meiri). 

Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak’s statement that follows can be 
understood to be an example of a case of forbidden layering. 


Forbidden grafting [harkavat issur] - x NaDVWA: The 
early commentaries ask why the Gemara does not once again 
contend with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili in this con- 
text. Rabbi Yosei HaGelili maintains that an individual may be 
released from the ranks because of the sins he has committed. 
If so, that should be the halakha in the case of one who has 
grafted trees in a forbidden manner, and he should be sen 
back for this reason. 
According to one answer, one would not return from the 
ranks due to the sin of grafting. Although one in possession o 
stolen property would be sent back, the reason is because the 
thief has an obligation to rectify the sin by returning the stolen 
property. The same is true of all similar offenses. However, tha 
is not true of forbidden grafting, for which one is not required 
to destroy the grafted tree, nor is he prohibited from deriving 
benefit from its fruit (Tosefot HaRosh). 


An alternative opinion is suggested by the Maharsha. He 
posits that this may be a case in which the owner of the vine- 
yard does not perform the sin himself; rather, a sharecropper or 
someone else executes the actual forbidden grafting. In such a 
case, the owner would not be sent back for his sin. 

Some commentaries maintain that the Rambam under- 
stands the Gemara very differently, such that it obviates any 
connection to Rabbi Yosei HaGelili’s opinion. Accordingly, the 
term harkavat issur does not mean forbidden grafting, but 
rather: Grafting subject to the prohibition of orla. Instead 
of understanding that this type of grafting is insufficient to 
allow one to return from the military ranks, the Rambam says 
that this is the only manner of grafting for which a man does 
return. For the other type of grafting, which is called permit- 
ted grafting, insofar as it has no restrictions of orla, there is 
no particular reason for its owner to leave the military ranks 
(Kesef Mishne). 
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NOTES 


A young tree that was entangled with an old 
tree — Appa AaDSw mith: Rashi explains that this 
refers to removing a branch from a young tree and 
inserting it into an old tree. However, others maintain 
that the Gemara is talking about inserting the end of a 
branch into an old tree while it is still connected to the 
young tree. According to this opinion, the halakha of 
a detached branch is understood by way of an a fortiori 
inference: If a branch still attached to a young tree 
assumes the status of the old tree to which it is affixed, 
certainly a branch that is first detached assumes that 
status (Tosefot HaRash). 


BACKGROUND 

Orla - aw: It is prohibited to eat or derive benefit 
from fruit that grows during the first three years after a 
tree has been planted (see Leviticus 19:23). This prohibi- 
tion applies only to the fruit and not to the other parts 
of the tree. In addition, the prohibition does not apply 
to trees planted for a purpose other than to use their 
fruit, e.g., trees planted to serve as a property fence or 
as a wind buffer. 
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HALAKHA 


The Gemara asks: With regard to this permitted grafting, 
what are the circumstances? If we say that it is a young tree 
grafted together with another young tree, then let him derive 
the halakha that one must return from the ranks due to the 
first young tree. One should be exempt because of his first tree, 
which is young, and the grafted tree is irrelevant. Rather, it is a 
case in which a young tree is grafted with an old tree. The Gemara 
objects: But didn’t Rabbi Abbahu say: With regard to a young 
tree that was entangled, i.e., grafted, with an old tree," the 
young one is negated by the old one, and the law of orla? does 
not apply to it. Therefore, the grafted tree should likewise lose 
its status as a young tree, and one in this situation should not 
return from the ranks. 


Rabbi Yirmeya said: Actually, one returns home if he grafts a 
young tree with another young tree, and it is a case in which he 
planted this first one for a fence or for beams, so that he is 
exempt from battle only because of the second tree, which he 
grafts for fruit. As we learned in a mishna (Orla 1:1): Ina case of 
one who plants a tree for a fence or to yield wood for beams," 
the tree is exempt from the halakhot of orla. 


The Gemara asks: And what is different about the case of a young 
tree paired with an old tree such that the young tree is negated, 
and what is different about the case of a young tree being planted 

for fruit paired with a young tree planted for wood such that the 

fruit tree is not negated? 


The Gemara answers: There, in the case of an older tree, if one 
changes his mind about it and wants it to be a young tree obli- 
gated in orla, it cannot return to its previous state, as he has 
grafted it. Therefore, it is exempt from the halakhot of orla. Here, 
when a tree is planted for wood, if he changes his mind and 
decides to grow it for fruit, it can return to its default state of 
being planted for fruit, because initially it stands to be used for 
fruit. Therefore, it is not exempt from the halakhot of orla. This 
ruling is just as it is concerning trees that grew by themselves," 
which are subject to orla although they were not consciously 
planted for their fruit. As we learned in a mishna (Orla 1:2): Fruit 
trees that grew by themselves are obligated in orla although the 
landowner did not plant them himself. 


The Gemara asks: Why is there a need to establish the mishna as 
discussing a case where one planted the first tree for a fence or for 
beams? But let the mishna be established as referring to a vine- 
yard belonging to two partners," where the two trees involved 
in the grafting were co-owned by partners, and both trees were 
young. As in this case this one man returns due to his tree and 
that other man returns due to his tree. Rav Pappa says: Since 
the Gemara avoids the scenario of the vineyard belonging to 
partners in favor of discussing a case where one planted the first 
tree for a fence or for beams, that is to say if there is a vineyard 
belonging to two partners, evidently they do not return for 
the vineyard from the ranks of soldiers waging war. 


A young tree that was entangled with an old tree - mth» 
nyama ADaew: When the branch of a young tree, which is 
subject to orla, is grafted to a tree that has completed its period 
of orla, the branch assumes the status of the older tree. In such 
a case, the branch's owner does not return from the ranks on 
account of the tree. However, if there were fruits on the young 
branch, those fruits are considered orla and remain forbidden, 
even if they grow significantly larger after the branch is grafted 
(Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser Sheni 10:16; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 294:22). 


One who plants a tree for a fence or for beams - yyiat 
nip wb: If one plants a fruit tree intending to use it as a 
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boundary around his field or to use its wood for building or for 
firewood, the tree is not subject to the prohibition of orla. This 
is the case provided that it is evident from its location or the 
way the tree is maintained that it is not being grown for fruit. 
If the owner eventually decides to use the tree for its fruit, he 
counts the years of orla retroactively from the time of planting 
(Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser Sheni 10:2; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 294:23). 


Trees that grew by themselves — wow by: A tree that 
emerges by itself on private property is subject to the halakhot 
of orla (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser Sheni 10:5; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 294:27). 


A vineyard belonging to two partners - pamw mw bw yp: If 
a vineyard is jointly owned, its owners do not return from the 

ranks for their vineyard. There is a dispute with regard to ahome 

that is jointly owned. According to one opinion, since each 

owner presumably has his own private space in the house, each 

partner is considered a sole owner of a domicile (Kesef Mishne). 
However, it appears from the Jerusalem Talmud that joint own- 
ers of a home have the same status as joint owners of a vineyard 

(Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Melakhim UMilhemoteihem 7:6 
and Lehem Mishne there). 
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The Gemara asks: And in what way is the case of partners differ- 
ent from the following case: If there are five brothers and one 
of them dies" in the war, the halakha is that they all return. Just 
as each brother returns because of his shared responsibility to 
perform levirate marriage or halitza for the widow, each partner 
should return for his share in the young tree that was grafted. The 
Gemara answers: There, each and every one is considered one 
who must return for his wife, as any of them could readily marry 
her. However, here, each and every one is not considered one 
who must return for his vineyard because it does not belong 
exclusively to either of them. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: In accordance with the baraita 
mentioned above, one does not normally return for a grafted or 
layered tree. However, the mishna states that one does return for 
a grafted or layered tree in a case where one layers a tree and 
grafts it with a vegetable plant." And that ruling is in accordance 
with this tanna, Rabbi Yehuda ben Gamda, as cited in a baraita. 
As it is taught in a baraita (Tosefta, Kilayim 1:12): With regard to 
one who layers a tree and grafts it with a vegetable plant, the 
tanna’im engaged in a dispute concerning whether this kind of 
breeding is permitted. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, speaking 
in the name of Rabbi Yehuda ben Gamda of the village of 
Akko, permits one to do so, and the Rabbis prohibit it. There- 
fore, one would return from the ranks for a tree grafted to a 
vegetable plant, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
ben Gamda, although he would not return for the vegetable 
itself. 


The Gemara offers another alternative resolution to the contra- 
diction over whether one returns for a grafted tree. When Rav 
Dimi came from Eretz Yisrael, he said that Rabbi Yohanan said: 

In accordance with whose opinion is this statement, which says 

that one does not return for a grafted tree? It is the opinion of 
Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov. He explains: Didn’t Rabbi Eliezer 

ben Ya’akov say there in the baraita cited earlier: The word 

vineyard is to be understood as it indicates, i.e., that the exemp- 
tion is only for a grape vineyard? Here too, the word planted is 

to be understood as it indicates; with regard to one who plants, 
yes, he does return, but one who grafts or layers a tree does not 

return. 


§ After citing Rabbi Yohanan’ interpretation of the opinion of 
Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov, the Gemara cites a string of other 
rulings that Rabbi Yohanan said in the name of Rabbi Eliezer 
ben Yaakov. When Rav Dimi came from Eretz Yisrael, he said 
that Rabbi Yohanan said in the name of Rabbi Eliezer ben 
Ya'akov: The Sages decreed that if there is a young grapevine less 
than one handbreadth tall," it is obligated in orla all its years, 
even after the three years mandated by the Torah, because it 
appears like a vine of one year. The Sages were concerned that 
if they permitted one to eat from such a vine, people would also 
eat true orla. And this prohibition applies to a very small section 
of two grapevines opposite two grapevines and one more vine 
emerging and growing between them, in the formation ofa tail. 
But if the entire vineyard grows so short, it generates publicity, 
and people know that the vines are old enough to no longer be 
subject to orla. 


BACKGROUND 


A young grapevine less than one handbreadth tall — a 
naya amna: This does not mean that the entire grapevine is 
shorter than one handbreadth, because such a grapevine, let 
alone a complete vineyard, cannot survive. The Gemara here 


is discussing a grapevine that, by itself or through training, 
has an extremely short trunk of less than a handbreadth. The 
leaves and clusters grow on vines stemming from this trunk, 
and these vines are cut and trained annually. 


HALAKHA 
If there are five brothers and one of them dies — prx mwan 
{7a IMs Max: If five brothers go to war, and one dies without 
leaving any children, all of the brothers return home. They all 
have the responsibility to perform levirate marriage or halitza 
for the widow (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Melakhim 
UMilhemoteihem 7:7). 


One layers a tree and grafts it with a vegetable plant — 
pra tons yaa: If one grafts a tree with a vegetable plant, 
or a vegetable plant with a tree, he is liable to receive lashes 
(Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Kilayim 1:5; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 295:1). 


A young grapevine less than one handbreadth tall - at 
nen Amn: If a tree is less than one handbreadth tall, even 
if it has been growing for many years, by rabbinic law the 
prohibition of orla still applies to it. This is only in the case 
of a single, isolated tree or a small vineyard of no more than 
two grapevines opposite two grapevines and one more 
vine growing between them. However, if there is an entire 
vineyard of such trees, they are exempt from orla after three 
years, because it is widely known that it is an older vineyard 
(Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser Sheni 10:19; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De'a 294:21). 
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HALAKHA 

A corpse occupies four cubits, etc. — pat Dain ma 
"131 nix: One may not recite Shema or other sacred 
matters within four cubits of a corpse. Even if one 
already recited Shema in the vicinity of a corpse, he did 
not fulfill the mitzva and must recite it again properly. 
However, with regard to prayers and blessings, the hala- 
khic authorities hold in accordance with the Ra‘avad 
and maintain that whatever was recited need not be 
repeated (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Keriat Shema 
3:2; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 71:7). 


A stepdaughter who grows up among the brothers — 
PONT pra aban matin: One may marry the daughter 

of his stepmother, even if the daughter grew up with 

him and his siblings; it is not necessary to be concerned 

for appearances, as it is widely known that they are not 

siblings (Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 15:11). 


Gleanings, forgotten sheaves, or produce in the 
corner, etc. — ^3) AND ANS wp): Gleanings, forgot- 
ten sheaves, and produce in the corner of the field are 
exempt from tithes and Temple contributions, even if 
they were bundled together in a heap. If one brings 
them into a threshing floor, he must separate tithes and 
contributions as one does for any other crop. However, if 
the threshing floor is in the city, this produce is exempt 
(Rambam Sefer Zera’‘im, Hilkhot Terumot 2:9). 


A young vine less than one handbreadth, etc. - ay 
^) ndva Amna: If a grapevine is shorter than one 
handbreadth, it does not render seeds that are planted 
near it forbidden due to the prohibition of diverse kinds. 
This is true for an individual, isolated vine and even for 
a group of five vines that are growing together like 
a vineyard. But in the case of a large vineyard that is 
comprised of vines shorter than a handbreadth, such 
vines do render the seeds grown near them forbid- 
den (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Kilayim 6:4; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 296:22). 
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When Rav Dimi came from Eretz Yisrael, he said that Rabbi 
Yohanan said in the name of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov: A corpse 
occupies four cubits" with regard to the exemption from the 
recitation of Shema, so that it is prohibited to recite Shema within 
this space, as itis written in the verse: “Whoever mocks the poor 
blasphemes his Maker” (Proverbs 17:5). Because the deceased 
cannot perform mitzvot, one who performs a mitzva in front of 
them is considered to be mocking them. 


Rabbi Yitzhak says that Rabbi Yohanan says in the name of 
Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov: With regard to a man’s stepdaughter 
who grows up among the brothers" from a different marriage, she 
is eligible to be married to them in principle, because they are not 
actually her siblings. Nevertheless, she is prohibited to be mar- 
ried to the brothers, because she appears as though she is their 
sister. The Gemara comments: And that is not so; such a marriage 
is not prohibited because the matter generates publicity, and the 
public knows that they are not truly related. 


And Rabbi Yitzhak says that Rabbi Yohanan says in the name of 
Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov: With regard to gleanings (Leviticus 
19:9, 23:22), forgotten sheaves (Deuteronomy 24:19), or produce 
in the corner" of the field which is given to the poor [pe'a] 
(Leviticus 19:9, 23:22), three obligatory agricultural gifts that must 
be given to the poor, if one gathered them into the threshing 
floor, the produce was thereby rendered obligated for tithes. 
Although one does not take tithes from produce for the poor, 
onlookers are likely to presume that this is his own produce. Ulla 
said: We stated this halakha only when the granary is in the field, 
but in the city, the matter generates publicity. People see that 
the produce was gathered in small quantities from different places, 
and they know that this produce is for the poor. In that case, one 
need not separate tithes. 


And Rabbi Yitzhak says that Rabbi Yohanan says in the name of 
Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov: If there is a young grapevine less than 
one handbreadth" tall, it does not render the seeds that are 
planted next to it forbidden.’ Normally, diverse kinds of produce 
may not be planted in close proximity, but this vine is too small to 
qualify as a prohibited vineyard. The Gemara limits the scope of 
this statement: And this statement applies to a very small section 
of two grapevines opposite two grapevines and one more vine 
emerging and growing between them, in formation of a tail. But 
if the entire vineyard grows so short, a vine of this size does 
render the other seeds planted at its side forbidden. 


And Rabbi Yitzhak says that Rabbi Yohanan says in the name of 
Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov: 


NOTES 


It does not render the seeds forbidden - nx nwapn myy 
mya: A number of commentaries address a basic question 
relating to the Gemara’s discussion: If this kind of growth is con- 
sidered a proper grapevine, why doesn't it qualify as a forbidden 
growth among diverse kinds? Conversely, if it is not considered a 
proper vine, why should there be a prohibition of diverse kinds 
if this kind of vine fills the whole vineyard? 

Rashi explains that this Gemara presumes that by Torah law, 
only hemp and arum seeds are subject to the prohibition of 
diverse kinds. Other seeds are prohibited only by rabbinic law 
(see Menahot 15b). Therefore, the Sages dictated the terms of 
the ban and applied it in the case of short vines, only where the 
short vines populate a complete vineyard. 


The Rambam does not differentiate between different spe- 
cies of seeds, and he understands this halakha in another man- 
ner. According to one explanation, the Rambam holds that the 
parameters of this prohibition are halakhot transmitted to Moses 
at Sinai, which follow their own regulations. The Radbaz suggests 
two other possible explanations. First, a group of five vines does 
not qualify as a vineyard by Torah law; and when the Sages deter- 
mined that such a group should be treated like a vineyard, they 
did not apply this categorization to a vineyard of exceedingly 
short vines. Alternatively, vines this short may not constitute a 
proper vineyard by Torah law, but the Sages decreed that they 
must be treated as a vineyard with respect to the prohibition 
of diverse kinds when a whole vineyard grows in this manner. 
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A corpse occupies four cubits™" with regard to impurity, as 
the Sages decreed that one becomes impure when he stands 
within four cubits of a corpse. This measure protects priests and 
others who are forbidden to contract ritual impurity imparted 
by a corpse, so that they do not inadvertently become impure. 
And the tanna of the mishna taught in another mishna as well 
(Oholot 15:8): With regard to a courtyard adjacent to a grave,"® 
one who stands within it is ritually pure, provided that there 
are four cubits by four cubits within it. A courtyard this size 
constitutes its own space, according to the statement of Beit 
Shammai. Beit Hillel say: A space of four handbreadths by 
four handbreadths is enough. In what case is this statement 
said? Four handbreadths suffice when the entrance to the 
courtyard is from above. In such a case there is no concern that 
one will cover the grave with his body, and thereby become 
ritually impure, when entering the courtyard. However, if its 
entrance is from the side, everyone agrees the courtyard must 
be at least four cubits by four cubits in size. 


The Gemara challenges the preceding resolution: In which 
direction [kelapei layya]! is there a distinction between the 
positions of the entrance? On the contrary, if one enters from 
the side, he can slip away and exit without becoming impure. 
However, if one enters from above it is impossible that he will 
not overlie the grave over the course of climbing in and out of 
the courtyard. Rather, it should say: In what case is this state- 
ment of Beit Hillel, according to which four handbreadths by 
four handbreadths are enough, said? It is when the entrance 
is from the side. However, ifthe entrance is from above, then 
the courtyard must be at least four cubits by four cubits accord- 
ing to all opinions. The Gemara further qualifies: And this 
statement applies in a courtyard adjacent to a grave whose 
partitions are delineated, but if there is only a corpse lying 
about without any enclosures, it certainly occupies and affects 
a surrounding area of four cubits. 


§ The mishna teaches among the statements that were said 

before battle: “What man is there that has betrothed a wife 

and has not taken her? Let him go and return to his house” 
(Deuteronomy 20:7). The Sages taught: “That has betrothed” 
is referring to one who betroths a virgin, and to one who 

betroths a widow, and to one whose yevama is a widow await- 
ing her yavam, i.e. this man in the military ranks, to perform 

levirate marriage. And even if there are five brothers, and 

one of them dies in the war, they all return for the widow. In 

addition, the verse could have singled out one who has not 

taken a wife. When the verse specifies: “and has not taken her,” 
this excludes men in forbidden marriages: A widow who is 

betrothed to a High Priest; either a divorcée or a yevama who 

performed halitza [halutza], who is betrothed to a common 

priest; a mamzeret or a Gibeonite woman who is betrothed 

to an Israelite; or an Israelite woman who is betrothed to a 

mamzer or to a Gibeonite. 


The Gemara asks: Shall we say that this opinion is not in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili? As, if it were 

in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, he 

says: When the verse singles out “fearful and fainthearted” 
(Deuteronomy 20:8), this is referring to one who is afraid 

because of sins that he has. According to this interpretation, 
one who marries a woman forbidden to him should return 

home from war because of his guilt, which seems to contradict 

the opinion mentioned above that such a man does not return 

from the ranks. 


NOTES 

A corpse occupies four cubits — niay pats Ddin m3: Rab- 
beinu Yehonatan of Lunel maintains that this applies only 
o an exposed corpse, but not to a buried one. However, a 
dissenting opinion is presented in Nimmukei Yosef. The basic 
concern behind this halakha is that one may come too near 
o the dead body and extend either his whole body or a limb 
over the corpse. As such, the concern applies to a buried 
body in the same way that it applies to an exposed body, 
so long as there is no actual barrier separating the person 
rom the corpse. 


HALAKHA 
A corpse occupies four cubits — nia ya Din ma: A 
corpse, as well as a grave, imparts ritual impurity within the 
four cubits surrounding it, and a priest who enters into this 
space is liable to receive lashes for rebelliousness, commen- 
surate with violating a rabbinic prohibition. However, if the 
corpse or grave is surrounded by a wall ten handbreadths 
high or by a ditch ten handbreadths deep, a priest need not 
distance himself more than four handbreadths. The Shakh 
rules that when the body is clearly in a temporary position, 
as in when it is carried on a bed, it does not affect the four 
cubits surrounding it (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Evel 
3:13; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 371:5). 


A courtyard adjacent to a grave — 3297 %1: When there is a 
grave within a cave and a courtyard in front of the cave, if the 
courtyard is uncovered, one does not contract ritual impurity 
merely by standing inside the courtyard. Even ifthe courtyard 
is covered, one who enters into the courtyard does not con- 
tract ritual impurity, so long as the courtyard has an area of 
at least of four handbreadths by four handbreadths. Accord- 
ing to the Ra’avad, the area of four by four handbreadths 
must be uncovered and adjacent to the cave. However, if 
the covered courtyard does not have this area of four by 
four handbreadths, one contracts ritual impurity merely by 
entering into the courtyard, in accordance with the opinion 
of Beit Hillel (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 6:9). 


BACKGROUND 
Courtyard adjacent to a grave - 3297 9%: 


Grave with adjacent igid 


—— LANGUAGE 
In which direction [kelapei layya] - xm a>: This expression 
of puzzlement is generally understood to mean: Directed to 
where? That is to say: Where are you facing, or, more simply: 
How are you thinking about the given matter? The question 
implies: You are looking at the matter backward. Accordingly, 
some of the geonim understood the expression as: Facing the 
tail [kelapei aliya], as if to say: You are facing the direction of 
the tail, like a person who is riding backward on an animal. In 
any case, the term is understood to indicate: You are saying 
the opposite of what is logical. 
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HALAKHA 


Until he engages in sexual intercourse with his 
wife - biyaw ty: Even if a High Priest marries a 
widow, or a common priest marries a divorcée, 
lashes will not be administered until he engages 
in sexual intercourse with her (Rambam Sefer Kedu- 
sha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 17:4). 


The Torah has taught a person the desired mode 
of behavior - y% PI mia mar: The way of sen- 
sible people is first to find an occupation to pro- 
vide income; then, to buy a residence; and, finally, 
to marry a wife. The Ya’avetz writes that even if 
one does not find a sufficient income, he must still 
fulfill the mitzva of marrying a wife, and he should 
not delay to the degree that he may succumb and 
engage in forbidden sexual intercourse (Rambam 
Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Deot 5:11). 


LANGUAGE 


Row of stones [dimos] - Dirt: From the Greek 
Sópoç, domos, meaning, among other definitions, 
a row or a layer of bricks in a building. 


BACKGROUND 


Brick house in the Sharon - wa a> ma: 

Apparently, one of the complications in building 

a sturdy house in the Sharon was related to the 

sandy earth in the plains of Eretz Yisrael, known as 
he shefela. The unstable and shifting sand, com- 
bined with a high subterranean water level, hin- 
dered the digging of deep foundations and caused 

he walls of the buildings to crack. Consequently, 
he houses needed to be practically rebuilt from 

ime to time. The situation was so dire that it seems 
it was not unheard of for the houses in the Sharon 

o completely collapse on their inhabitants. 


NOTES 

Twice in seven years [shavua] - MIHI DYA: 

The term shavua denotes a unit of seven. Most 
commentaries understand this to mean that the 
house is rebuilt twice in a single seven-year Sab- 
batical cycle, which is necessary because of the lay 
of the land and the type of bricks used in the con- 
struction. In a similar vein, the High Priest would 

pray specifically for the people of the Sharon that 
heir houses would not become their graves. 
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The Gemara answers: Even if you say that the ruling is in accordance 

with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, such a man does not return, 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabba. As Rabba said: A man is 

never liable for a forbidden marriage until he engages in sexual inter- 
course with his wife." With regard to the forbidden marriages of a High 

Priest, the Torah states: “A widow, or a divorcée, or a profaned woman, 
or a harlot, these he shall not take... And he shall not profane his seed 

among his people” (Leviticus 21:14-15). What is the reason that “he 

shall not take” one of these women as a wife? It is due to: “He shall 

not profane his seed” by engaging in sexual intercourse. Due to that 

reason, he is not flogged until he engages in sexual intercourse with 

a woman who is forbidden to him. Therefore, even according to Rabbi 

Yosei HaGelili, one who merely betroths a forbidden wife might not 
return home from the ranks. 


§ The Sages taught (Tosefta 7:20-21): The Torah states: “What man is 

there that has built” (Deuteronomy 20:5), and then “that has planted” 
(Deuteronomy 20:6), and finally “that has betrothed” (Deuteronomy 

20:7). The Torah has taught a person the desired mode of behavior:" 

A person should build a house, then plant a vineyard, and afterward 

marry a woman. And even King Solomon said in his wisdom: “Pre- 
pare your work outside, and make it fit for yourself in the field; and 

afterward build your house” (Proverbs 24:27). The Sages explained: 

“Prepare your work outside”; this is a house. “And make it fit for 

yourself in the field”; this is a vineyard. “And afterward you shall 

build your house’; this is a wife. 


Alternatively, this verse may be understood as relating to Torah study: 
“Prepare your work outside”; this is the study of Bible. “And make it 
fit for yourself in the field”; this is the study of Mishna. “Afterward 
you shall build your house”; this is the study of Gemara, the analysis 
of and deliberation over the statements of the Sages. Alternatively: 
Prepare your work outside”; this is the study of Bible and Mishna. 
“And make it fit for yourself in the field”; this is the study of Gemara. 
“Afterward you shall build your house”; these are good deeds. Rabbi 
Eliezer, son of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, says: “Prepare your work out- 
side”; this is the study of Bible, and Mishna, and Gemara. “And make 
it fit for yourself in the field”; these are good deeds. “Afterward you 
shall build your house”; expound upon new understandings of Torah 
and receive reward, which is possible only after the initial steps. 


§ The mishna teaches: And these are the men who do not return from 
the ranks: One who builds a gateway, or an enclosed veranda, or a 
balcony... Rabbi Yehuda says: Even one who rebuilds a house as it 
stood originally would not return. A Sage taught (Tosefta 7:18): If one 
adds one additional row of stones [dimos]! to the original structure, 
he returns from the ranks. That is enough to render it a new building. 
The mishna further teaches: Rabbi Eliezer says: Even one who builds 
a new brick house in the Sharon’? would not return. A Sage taught: 
This is because the owners renew it twice in a period of seven years," 
and it is therefore not considered a permanent structure. 


§ The mishna teaches: These are the men who do not even move 
from their places: One who built a house and dedicated it within the 
year; one who planted a vineyard and used its fruit for less than a year; 
one who marries his betrothed and one who marries his yevama, as it 
is stated: “When a man takes a new wife, he shall not go out with the 
army, neither shall he be charged with any business; he shall be free 
for his house one year, and shall cheer his wife whom he has taken 
(Deuteronomy 24:5). With respect to a new husband's exemption, the 
Sages taught a number of halakhot from this verse. From the term: “A 
new wife” I have derived only that a man returns only for a new virgin 
wife. From where do I derive that it applies to a widow or a divorcée? 
The verse states: “A wife,’ in any case. If so, what is the meaning 
when the verse states: “A new wife?” It is referring to one who is 
new for him, excluding one who remarries his divorcée, who is not 
new to him. 
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The Sages taught with regard to the verse: “He shall not go out 
with the army” (Deuteronomy 24:5); one might have thought it 
is with the army that he does not go out, but he does go to supply 
water and food to the army and to repair the roads for them. 
Therefore, the verse states: “Neither shall he be charged with 
any business.” One might have thought that I include even one 
who has built a house and has not dedicated it, or one who 
has planted a vineyard and has not used its fruit, or one who has 
betrothed a woman and has not taken her as his wife? The verse 
states: “Neither shall he be charged with any business”; you do 
not charge him with any responsibilities, but you do charge 
others. The Gemara asks: And since the Torah states: “Neither 
shall he be charged with any business,’ why do I need to be 
taught: “He shall not go out with the army”? The Gemara 
answers: The Torah adds this clause so that he will violate two 
prohibitions" if he goes out to war: “He shall not go out with 
the army,’ and: “Neither shall he be charged.” 

The mishna continues its discussion of 


MI S HN the speech given before battle. “And the 


officers shall speak further to the people, and they shall say: 
What man is there that is fearful and fainthearted? Let him go 

and return unto his house” (Deuteronomy 20:8). Rabbi Akiva 
says: “That is fearful and fainthearted”" is to be understood as it 
indicates, that the man is unable to stand in the battle ranks" and 

to see a drawn sword because it will terrify him. Rabbi Yosei 
HaGelili says: “That is fearful and fainthearted”; this is one who 

is afraid because of the sins that he has; he, too, returns. There- 
fore, the Torah provided him with all these additional reasons 

for exemption from the army so he can ascribe his leaving to one 

of them. In this way, the sinner may leave the ranks without having 
to publicly acknowledge that he is a sinner. 


Rabbi Yosei says: With regard to one who has betrothed a 
woman forbidden to him, including a widow betrothed to a High 
Priest; a divorcée or a yevama who performed halitza [halutza] 
betrothed to a common priest; a mamzeret or a Gibeonite 
woman betrothed to an Israelite; or a daughter of an Israelite 
betrothed to a mamzer or a Gibeonite; this man is he whom the 
verse calls “fearful and fainthearted.” He fears that his sin will 
jeopardize his safety in the war. 


The mishna continues its discussion. The verse states: “And it shall 
be, when the officers conclude speaking to the people, that 


captains of legions shall be appointed at the head of the people” 


(Deuteronomy 20:9). The mishna adds: As well as at the rear 
of the people. The officers station guards [zekifin]"' in front of 
them," and other guards behind them, and they have iron rods 
[kashilin]' in their hands. And with regard to anyone who 
attempts to turn back and flee from the war, the guard has license 
to beat [lekape‘ah]' his legs 


because the beginning of fleeing is a downfall on the battlefield, 
as it is stated: “Israel has fled before the Philistines, and there 

has been also a great slaughter among the people” (1 Samuel 

4:17), and likewise it says further on: “And the men of Israel fled 

from before the Philistines, and fell down slain in Mount Gilboa” 
(1 Samuel 31:1). 


HALAKHA 

So that he will violate two prohibitions — voy via) 
pixd awa: A newly married man does not go to war 
during the first year of marriage; he need not aid the 
soldiers, and he is not charged with the various obliga- 
tions and taxes of the city. If he does become involved 
in these matters he violates two prohibitions: “He shall 
not go out with the army,’ and: “Neither shall he be 
charged” (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Melakhim 
UMilhemoteihem 7:11). 


That is fearful and fainthearted — 2347 MPI: 
If one is deemed incapable of standing among the 
military ranks, he may be considered fearful and 
fainthearted, thereby allowing him to return from war. 
This is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, 
whose opinions are preferred over those of his con- 
temporaries (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Melakhim 
UMilhemoteihem 7:15). 


Station guards — }5*pt prava: After all of the 
exempted men leave the military ranks, the leaders 
of the army stand at the head of the nation and posi- 
tion stout guards behind every platoon. These guards 
are armed with iron rods, and they are permitted to 
beat the thighs of anyone who attempts to leave the 
ranks from that point onward (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, 
Hilkhot Melakhim UMilhemoteihem 7:4). 


NOTES 
Battle ranks [kishrei] -maghan wp: Following Rashi’s 
lead, the commentaries “explain that the phalanx, or 
knots [kishrei] of the war, denotes groups of soldiers 
bound and tied together in battle. For Rabbi Akiva, the 
fearful and fainthearted soldier is the one who sees this 
mass of enemy soldiers and becomes terrified. Accord- 
ing to the alternative text in the Jerusalem Talmud, the 
soldier fears the difficulty [kishu/] of war. 


Guards in front of them — om3 pp: Both Rashi 
and the Meiri explain that guards are stationed in the 
front to support the fighters and help the fighters back 
to their feet in the event that they fall. Another row of 
guards behind the fighters serves the purpose of pre- 
venting soldiers from fleeing. According to an alternate 
opinion, the two rows of guards are there to ensure that 
no one deserts (Arukh). 


LANGUAGE 
Guards [zekifin] — jt: The root zayin, kuf, peh means 
erect or cause to stand. The job of these zekifin is to 
stand steadfast at the edge of the military ranks and 
keep the soldiers standing together in place so that 
they will not flee and cause the ranks to collapse. 


Iron rods [kashilin] - pows: This biblical word is also 
used in the Mishna, and it seems to refer to a type of 
heavy axe or pickaxe. 


Beat [lekape’ah] - raph: This verb seems to be bor- 
rowed from the Aramaic root whose primary meaning 
is hit and break. 
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HALAKHA 


In wars whose mandate is a mitzva everyone goes — 
px San myn ninya: Whatever is said with regard 

to the men who return from the ranks applies only to 

elective wars. However, everyone goes out to wars 

whose mandate is a mitzva, even a groom from his 

room and a bride from her wedding canopy (Rambam 

Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Melakhim UMilhemoteihem 7:4). 


If one spoke between donning the phylactery of the 
arm and the phylactery of the head - avon pany 
ayand: It is prohibited to speak between donning the 
p ylactery of the arm and that of the head, and one 
who does so is required to recite the blessing: Blessed 
are You...about the mitzva of phylacteries. The custom 
of most Ashkenazim is to recite this blessing for the 
phylactery of the head ab initio, although they follow 
the blessing by saying: Blessed be the name of His 
glorious kingdom forever and all time. This utterance is 
commonly recited in order to avoid mentioning God's 
name in vain, and implicitly acknowledges that the 
blessing for the head phylactery may be superfluous. 
The Rema notes that according to this custom, if one 
spoke before donning the phylactery of the head, he 
must subsequently recite both of the blessings: Blessed 
are You...To don phylacteries, and: Blessed are You... 
about the mitzva of phylacteries (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Tefillin 4:6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 25:9). 


BACKGROUND 

Urine was trickling down his knees -yb poniw ona 
#273: People may experience any of a number of com- 
mon physiological responses when they enter a state of 
extreme fear. Aside from trembling or shaking, a com- 
mon response is the loss of control over certain muscles. 
This may lead to the loss of control over the excretory 
system, causing either urination or defecation. 
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The mishna adds: In what case are all of these statements, with 
regard to the various exemptions from war, said? They are said 
with regard to elective wars. But in wars whose mandate is a 
mitzva, everyone goes," even a groom from his room and a 
bride from her wedding canopy." Rabbi Yehuda said: In what 
case are all of these statements, with regard to the various exemp- 
tions from war, said? They are said with regard to wars whose 
mandate is a mitzva. But in obligatory wars, everyone goes, 
even a groom from his room and a bride from her wedding 
canopy. 


G E M ARA The Gemara asks: With regard to their 


understanding that the “fearful and faint- 
hearted” is referring to one harboring sins, what difference is 
there between the opinion of Rabbi Yosei and the opinion of 
Rabbi Yosei HaGelili? The Gemara answers: There is a practical 
difference between them with regard to a sin which violates a 
prohibition by rabbinic law. According to Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, 
one who has violated a rabbinic law returns home, whereas Rabbi 
Yosei maintains that one returns home only if he has violated a 
Torah law, as in the case of a priest who has married a divorcée. 


The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion is that 
which is taught in a baraita: If one spoke between donning the 
phylactery of the arm and the phylactery of the head," he has a 
sin on his hands, and due to that sin he returns from the ranks 
of soldiers waging war. In accordance with whose opinion does 
this man return? It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yosei HaGelili, who maintains that one returns even due to a 
minor transgression. 


The Gemara asks: Who is the tanna who taught this halakha 
that the Sages taught in a baraita: If one heard the sound of 
trumpets and trembled; or he heard the knocking of shields and 
he trembled; or he heard the sharpening of swords, and urine 
was trickling down his knees’ in fear, he returns from the battle- 
front. In accordance with whose opinion is this? Shall we say 
that it is the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, who interprets “fearful and 
fainthearted” literally, and it is not the opinion of Rabbi Yosei 
HaGelili? The Gemara answers: In this case even Rabbi Yosei 
HaGelili would concede that he should return, because it is 
written: “What man is there that is fearful and fainthearted? Let 
him go and return... lest his brethren’s heart melt as his heart” 
(Deuteronomy 20:8). Someone so clearly frightened invariably 
spreads his fear to those around him. 


NOTES 


A bride from her wedding canopy - anama mbp: Some com- 
mentaries find the mishna’s statement surprising: Are we to 
understand from this singular, passing reference that women 
are supposed to go to war? They explain that the mishna does 
not say that the bride goes out to fight, but rather, that women 
are obligated to provide non-combat assistance in the war effort 
Rashash; Tiferet Yisrael). Others write that the mishna does not 
mean to require women to participate in the war at all, asserting 
hat the tanna is simply employing a turn of phrase from the 
Bible (see Joel 2:16). 


f one spoke between donning the phylactery of the arm and 
the phylactery of the head - nyon avon pa mw: According 
o Rashi, this is a case of one who spoke between ‘donning the 
phylactery of the arm and that of the head; his sin was that he did 
not subsequently recite a blessing for the phylactery of the head. 
However, many commentaries challenge Rashi’s interpretation. 
One commentary contends that the omission of a blessing on 
he phylactery of the head cannot be the sin, as the mere act of 
speaking is a sin in that it forces one to recite an extra blessing 
unnecessarily (Tosefot HaRosh). 


Early commentaries discuss this fundamental issue of whether 
the blessing for the phylactery of the head is always mandated. 
Sephardic authorities presume that the blessing is mandated 
only in the instance of an interruption between donning the 
phylactery of the arm and that of the head. By contrast, Rabbeinu 
Tam marshals a number of proofs to demonstrate that the bless- 
ing for the phylactery of the head is to be recited as a matter of 
course, even without any interruptions. Accordingly, this practice 
is accepted in most Ashkenazi communities. Significantly, accord- 
ing to this opinion, in the event of an interruption one is then 
required to recite two blessings over the phylactery of the head. 
Therefore, according to both opinions, an interruption requires an 
additional blessing to be said unnecessarily. 

It seems that the Rambam understands, in contrast to Rashi's 
opinion, that the mere act of speaking between the donning of 
the two phylacteries is itself a sin. This is in accordance with the 
explanation of the Ran, which is as follows: Since the verse con- 
nects the two phylacteries: “And it shall be for a sign upon your 
hand, and for frontlets between your eyes” (Exodus 13:16), appar- 
ently the phylactery of the head must be donned immediately 
after that of the hand (Keren Ora). 
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§ The mishna teaches: “And it shall be, when the officers con- 
clude speaking to the people, that captains of legions shall be 
appointed at the head of the people” (Deuteronomy 20:9), and 
that the guards have the license to beat the legs of anyone who 
attempts to turn back and flee from the war, because the beginning 
of fleeing is a downfall. The Gemara is puzzled by the language of 
the mishna: This phrase: Because the beginning of fleeing is a 
downfall, appears to be backward. The mishna should have said 
the opposite: Because the beginning of the downfall is the act of 
fleeing. The Gemara concedes: Indeed, say that the mishna means: 
Because the beginning of the downfall is the act of fleeing. 


The mishna teaches: In what case are these statements said? They 
are said with regard to elective wars, as opposed to obligatory wars 
or wars whose mandate is a mitzva. Rabbi Yohanan says concern- 
ing the various categories of war: The elective war referenced by 
the Rabbis is the same as a war whose mandate is a mitzva refer- 
enced by Rabbi Yehuda, and the war that is a mitzva mentioned 
by the Rabbis is the same as the obligatory war mentioned by 
Rabbi Yehuda. Therefore, Rabbi Yehuda is merely stating that 
the wars which the Rabbis call elective are to be seen as mandated 
by a mitzva. 


Rava said: With respect to the wars that Joshua waged" to con- 
quer Eretz Yisrael, all agree that they were obligatory. With respect 
to the wars waged by the House of King David for the sake 
of territorial expansion, all agree that they were elective wars. 
When they disagree, it is with regard to preventative wars that 
are waged to reduce the gentiles so that they will not come 
and wage war against them. One Sage, Rabbi Yehuda, called 
this type of war a mitzva, and one Sage, the Rabbis, called it an 
elective war. There is a practical difference between these opin- 
ions with respect to the principle: One who is engaged in a mitzva 
is exempt from performing another mitzva.° According to Rabbi 
Yehuda, one fighting in this kind of war is exempt from performing 
another mitzva. 


HALAKHA 

The wars that Joshua waged — ywim mann: At first 
a king is permitted to wage only those wars that are 
in fulfillment of a mitzva, e.g., a war against the seven 
Canaanite nations, against Amalek, or to save the Jewish 
people from an enemy who is attacking them. Thereaf- 
ter, a king may wage wars that are elective, e.g., a war 
against other nations with the intention of expanding 
the boundaries of Eretz Yisrael (Rambam Sefer Shofe- 
tim, Hilkhot Melakhim UMilhemoteihem 5:1 and Lehem 
Mishne there). 


BACKGROUND 


One who is engaged in a mitzva is exempt from 
performing another mitzva — ja Ws myn poiya 
mya: According to the Gemara (Sukka 25a), one who is 
actively engaged in a mitzva is exempt from performing 
another mitzva. For example, one who is traveling to 
study Torah or to greet his teacher is exempt from the 
obligation to dwell in a sukka. The principle derives from 
the obligation to study Torah, which applies “when you 
sit in your house, and when you walk by the way” (Deu- 
teronomy 6:7). The Sages understand that the mitzva 
is limited to times that one is involved in personal 
activities, and it does not apply when one is involved 
in performing a mitzva. The Rambam suggests that the 
underlying reason for this principle is that since one 
cannot distinguish between the respective weight of 
different mitzvot (see Avot 2:1), an individual is obligated 
to complete the mitzva in which he is involved before 
turning his attention to another. 
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It has been determined that, in preparation for war, a singular priest is appointed to 
address the nation. This priest, who in several respects resembles the High Priest, is 
termed the priest anointed for war. While the nation is still within the borders of 
Eretz Yisrael, the priest anointed for war announces to the assembled that men in any 
of three circumstances are released from combat: “What man is there that has built a 
new house, and has not dedicated it? Let him go and return to his house, lest he die 
in the battle, and another man dedicate it. And what man is there that has planted a 
vineyard, and has not used the fruit thereof? Let him go and return unto his house, 
lest he die in the battle and another man use the fruit thereof. And what man is there 
that has betrothed a wife, and has not taken her? Let him go and return to his house, 
lest he die in the battle, and another man take her” (Deuteronomy 20:5-7). The 
officers repeat his words more audibly, and then they add the statement: “What man 
is there that is fearful and fainthearted?” (Deuteronomy 20:8), also sending home 
any man who is afraid in the face of battle. 


When the ranks come to the battle front and are preparing to engage the enemy, 
the priest again addresses the people. First, he recites the verses: “Hear Israel, you 
draw near today to battle against your enemies; let not your heart faint; fear not, 
nor be alarmed, and do not be terrified of them; for the Lord your God is He that 
goes with you, to fight for you against your enemies, to save you” (Deuteronomy 
20:3-4). Thereafter, the priest and the officers repeat the announcements from the 
first assembly. 


With respect to the terms mentioned in the verses, a vineyard is defined as any group 
of five fruit-bearing trees, whether they have been newly planted, layered, or grafted. 
A house is defined as any permanent structure that is fit for a domicile. Finally, anew 
wife is defined as either one whom the man has betrothed or his recently widowed 
yevama, who is waiting for him to perform levirate marriage. In addition, the vine- 
yard and the home need not be truly new but merely new to him, e.g., purchased or 
inherited. Furthermore, this halakha applies only if the assets in question are lawfully 
acquired or produced; if they are forbidden to him in some way he does not return 
home. With respect to the term “fearful and fainthearted,” it has been resolved that 
the phrase should be understood literally, indicating one who is terrified or is emo- 
tionally unfit to participate in the war. 


All of those who are exempt from the battle for any of the aforementioned reasons 
must nevertheless support the troops logistically, through repairing roads and pro- 
viding food. By contrast, one who in the past year has built a new house and has 
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already dedicated it, has planted a new vineyard and has begun to enjoy its fruits, or 
who has married a new wife, is exempt from assisting the army altogether. Such a 
person is likewise exempt from all other communal work. 


It has also been resolved that all these exemptions apply only to an elective war, which 
is a war the nation undertakes voluntarily in order to broaden its borders. However, 
when the Jewish people are fighting an obligatory war mandated by a mitzva for the 
sake of conquering Eretz Yisrael, fighting against Amalek, or fighting in self-defense 
against attackers, everyone is required to go to battle. In those circumstances as well, 
the priest anointed for war recites words of encouragement and inspiration before 
the battle. 
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If one be found slain in the land which the Lord your God has 
given you to possess it, lying in the field, and it is not known who 
has smitten him; then your Elders and your judges shall come 
forth, and they shall measure unto the cities which are round 
about him that is slain. And it shall be, that the city that is nearest 
to the slain man, the Elders of that city shall take a heifer of the 
herd, that has not been worked with and that has not pulled a 
yoke. And the Elders of that city shall bring down the heifer into 
a hard valley, which may be neither worked nor sown, and shall 
break the heifer’s neck there in the valley. And the priests the sons 
of Levi shall come near, for the Lord your God has chosen them 
to minister unto Him, and to bless in the name of the Lord; and 
every controversy and every stroke shall be according to their 
word. And all the Elders of that city, who are nearest unto the 
slain man, shall wash their hands over the heifer whose neck was 
broken in the valley. And they shall speak and say: Our hands 
did not spill this blood, nor did our eyes see. Forgive, Lord, Your 
people Israel, whom You have redeemed, and suffer not innocent 
blood to remain in the midst of Your people Israel. And the blood 
shall be forgiven them. So shall you put away the innocent blood 
from the midst of you, when you shall do that which is right in 
the eyes of the Lord. 

(Deuteronomy 21:1-9) 


This chapter covers two main topics. The first, which continues the theme of the pre- 
vious chapters, is the ritual of the breaking of the heifer’s neck. The chapter discusses 
the identity of the Elders who come to take the measurement. Who is defined as a 
slain victim for the purposes of this mitzva: Is it any murder victim, or could the 
definition be more limited? The Gemara also discusses other details of this ritual: 
From where the measurements are taken, and what type of city can be classified as 
the city closest to the victim. Furthermore, the Gemara examines the requirements 
in terms of the animal to be used: What is a heifer? What “work” disqualifies it? What 
does the Torah mean by “a hard valley”? How is the animal killed, and what halakhot 
apply to the place where it is killed? 


This ritual is performed only if the identity of the murderer is unknown. This also 
requires clarification, e.g., what if there is conflicting testimony with regard to whether 
the murderer was seen, who is eligible to testify about this matter, what happens if 
the murderer is discovered during the performance of the ritual, and what happens 
if the murderer is discovered afterward. 


The other main topic addressed in this chapter is the list of things that became null 
over the generations, due to either a deterioration in the performance of mitzvot, 
tragedies that happened to the Jewish people, or the death of specific Sages. Some 
of these changes had halakhic implications, both in the cessation of certain mitzvot 
and in the enactment of new decrees, while others were spiritual losses not linked 
to any specific mitzva. 
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MI S HN A In certain cases of unsolved murder, the 


Torah prescribes a ritual performed with 
a heifer whose neck is broken. During the course of this ritual, 
the judges say a confession in the sacred tongue," Hebrew, as it 
is stated in the verse: “If one be found slain in the land which 
the Lord your God has given you to possess it, lying in the field, 
and it is not known who has smitten him; then your Elders and 
your judges shall come forth” (Deuteronomy 21:1-2). What is 
the procedure for this ritual? Three members of the High Court 
[Sanhedrin] that is in Jerusalem® would go out to see the 
corpse. Rabbi Yehuda says: Five" would go out, as it is stated: 


“Your Elders,” in the plural form, indicating at least two; and it 


is written: “And your judges,” in the plural form, indicating 
another two judges; and a court may not be comprised of 
an even number of judges because they need to be able to 
issue a majority ruling. Consequently, they add to them one 
more Elder. 


If the corpse was found concealed" in a pile of stones, or hang- 
ing on a tree, or floating on the surface of the water, then the 
judges would not break the neck of the heifer, as it is stated: 


“If one be found slain in the land” (Deuteronomy 21:1), and 


not concealed in a pile of stones; “lying” on the ground and 
not hanging on a tree; “in the field,” and not floating on the 
surface of the water. 


If a corpse was found close to the border" of the country, or 
close to a city in which the majority of its inhabitants are 
gentiles, or close to a city that is without a rabbinical court of 
twenty-three judges, then the judges would not break the 
heifer’s neck. Additionally, the Elders measure the distance 
from the corpse only to a city that has a rabbinical court" with 
twenty-three judges.® 


HALAKHA 


A heifer whose neck is broken, a confession in the sacred 
tongue - wip wha many aay: Both the confession of the 
city’s Elders upon the broken neck of a heifer and the recita- 
tion of the priests (see Deuteronomy 21:8) may be recited only 
in Hebrew (Rambam Sefer Nezikim, Hilkhot Rotze'ah UShmirat 
HaNefesh 9:3). 


Five — mwan: Five Elders from the great Sanhedrin in Jerusalem 
go to measure the distance from the corpse to the closest 
city. In the Kesef Mishne it is asked why the Rambam ruled 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda and not in 
accordance with the unattributed opinion in the mishna that 
only three Elders go to measure the distance. It is answered: 
Since this issue is recorded as a dispute in tractate Sanhedrin, 
this is an unattributed opinion that is followed by a dispute. It 
therefore follows the principle that the halakha is in accordance 
with Rabbi Yehuda in his disputes with Rabbi Shimon. Tosefot 
Yom Tov explains that the Rambam based his ruling on the 
Jerusalem Talmud, which cites Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi as saying 
that the halakha follows Rabbi Yehuda in this case (Rambam 
Sefer Nezikim, Hilkhot Rotzeah UShmirat HaNefesh 9:1). 


The corpse was found concealed — pay xia: If the corpse 


was found buried under a pile of stones, hanging from a tree, 


or floating in water, the ritual of breaking the heifer’s neck is not 
performed (Rambam Sefer Nezikim, Hilkhot Rotzeah UShmirat 
HaNefesh 9:11). 


Was found close to the border - 339) TAD NYA): If the corpse 
was found close to a border or close to a city where gentiles 
live, measurements are not taken, and the ritual of breaking the 
heifer's neck is not performed (Rambam Sefer Nezikim, Hilkhot 
Rotze‘ah UShmirat HaNefesh 9:5). 


To a city that has a court — pt ma ma ww yh: The Elders 
measure the distance from the corpse only to a city that has a 
rabbinical court of twenty-three judges. Even if there is another 
city that is closer to the corpse, but it does not have a rabbinical 
court of twenty-three judges, it is not taken into consideration 
for the measurements (Rambam Sefer Nezikim, Hilkhot Rotze‘ah 
UShmirat HaNefesh 9:4). 


BACKGROUND 


The High Court [Sanhedrin] that is in Jerusalem — p1 ma 
p>yrway Sinan: The Sanhedrin, also referred to as the court 
of seventy- one, was the Jewish people's supreme legislative 
and religious body in antiquity. It met in the Chamber of 
Hewn Stone in the Temple courtyard and was vested with the 
power to decide all matters of national importance. Its enact- 
ments were binding on the entire nation, and it issued both 
permanent decrees and temporary regulations. It decided 
cases left undecided by the lower courts and was the final 
authority on halakha. 


A lesser Sanhedrin - nap ‘11730: A lesser Sanhedrin is a 
court of twenty- three judges, which has the authority to try 
capital cases. Such courts were established in larger Jewish 


communities both in Israel and in the Diaspora. 


NOTES 


And not concealed in a pile of stones — ba pay xr: The 
Meiri writes that this halakha excludes from the ritual not only 
a corpse found concealed in a pile of stones but also a corpse 
that had been concealed in any way, even in the earth. 


In which the majority of its inhabitants are gentiles — 
wia Aanw: In the Minhat Hinnukh the following objection 

is raised: If the majority of inhabitants of the city are gentiles, 
shouldn't the majority be followed, as it is in other cases? If so, 
the assumption should be that the victim was not killed by a 

Jew. Why, then, would the mishna need to teach this obvious 

halakha? The answer given there is that because of this objec- 
tion, the Rambam reads the Gemara here in accordance with 

the text in the Jerusalem Talmud: A city in which there are 

gentiles. Consequently, the mishna is teaching the novelty 

that the ritual is not performed even in a case where there is 

a minority of gentiles in the nearest city. 
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NOTES 

And a court may not be composed of an even num- 
ber of judges — pw Pt Ma py: This is to prevent a 
dispute among the judges from becoming deadlocked. 
Although here the judges are taking measurements 
and not issuing judgment, it is still possible for them 
to disagree about how to measure and about the exact 
point from which they should measure (Minha Hareva). 
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GEMA The Gemara asks: What is the first sen- 

tence in the mishna saying? The mishna 
is attempting to prove that the verses read during the ritual of 
breaking a heifer’s neck are to be recited in Hebrew, yet the verse 
does not offer any proof of this. Rabbi Abbahu said that this is 
what the mishna is saying: The confession is recited in Hebrew, 
as it is stated with regard to the ritual of the heifer whose neck 
is broken: “And they shall speak and say” (Deuteronomy 21:7), 
and later it is stated with regard to the curses stated on Mount 
Ebal: “And the Levities shall speak and say” (Deuteronomy 
27:14). Just as the word “speak” that is said later with regard to 
the Levites is referring to a speech that is recited in the sacred 
tongue, so too here the declaration is recited in the sacred 
tongue. 


The mishna continues to answer the question of: And howis the 
ritual of the heifer whose neck is broken ordered? The mishna 
states: It is written in the Torah: “If one be found slain in the 
land which the Lord your God has given you to possess it, lying 
in the field, and it is not known who has smitten him; then your 
Elders and your judges shall come forth, and they shall mea- 
sure unto the cities which are round about him that is slain” 
(Deuteronomy 21:1-2). Three members of the High Court that 
is in Jerusalem would go forth. Rabbi Yehuda says: Five. 


The Sages taught: “And your Elders and judges shall come 
forth.” “Your Elders” indicates two; “and your judges” also 
indicates two; and a court may not be composed of an even 
number of judges," so they add to them one more judge. There- 
fore, there are five judges. This is the statement of Rabbi 
Yehuda. Rabbi Shimon says: “Your Elders” indicates two, and 
as a court may not consist of an even number of judges they 
add to them one more. Therefore, there are three. 


The Gemara asks: But according to Rabbi Shimon as well, isn’t 
it written: “And your judges”; why does he not agree that this 
indicates a need for two more judges? The Gemara answers: He 
requires that additional word “Elders” in order to teach that 
they must be the distinguished among your judges, i.e., judges 
from the Sanhedrin. And how does Rabbi Yehuda, who derives 
from the phrase “and your judges” that there is a need for two 
additional judges, know that they need to be from the Sanhed- 
rin? He derives it from an extra letter. The verse could have 
simply stated: The Elders. Instead, it adds a letter and states: 

“Your Elders,” to teach that they must be the distinguished 
among the Elders of Israel. 


And Rabbi Shimon could say: If the Merciful One had written 

in the Torah: The Elders, I would say that it includes even 

the Elders of the marketplace, meaning any honorable people. 
Therefore, the Merciful One writes in the Torah: “Your Elders,” 
to indicate specifically Torah Sages, who are revered by all. And 

if the Merciful One had written in the Torah only: “Your 

Elders,” I would say that it includes even Elders from a lesser 

Sanhedrin. Therefore, the Merciful One also writes: “And your 

judges,’ to teach that they must be the distinguished among 

your judges, from the Great Sanhedrin. 


And what is the source of Rabbi Yehuda that the judges may not 

come from a lesser Sanhedrin? He derives this halakha from a 

verbal analogy between “Elders,” written here, and “Elders,” 
written with regard to the offering that the Sanhedrin brings 

when the nation has sinned as a result of a mistaken ruling. This 

offering is brought by “the Elders of the congregation” (Leviti- 
cus 4:15). Just as there, “the Elders of the congregation” are the 

distinguished among the congregation, from the Great San- 
hedrin, so too, here the verse is referring to the distinguished 

among the congregation. 
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The Gemara asks: If he derives this halakha from this verbal 
analogy, then he should derive the entire matter from there, 
including the requirement for five judges. If so, why do I need 
the phrase “your Elders and your judges”? Rather, it must be that 
Rabbi Yehuda does not derive the halakha from this verbal analogy. 
Instead, he understands that the phrase “your Elders” indicates 
two, and that “your judges” indicates that they must be the distin- 
guished among your judges, and the letter vav in the phrase “and 
your judges [veshofetekha]” is to add two more to the count of 
the judges. And Rabbi Shimon does not accept this derivation 


because he does not learn anything from the letter vav. Rather, 
what is the Merciful One saying in the Torah with the phrase “and 
your judges”? He is referring to the distinguished that are among 
your judges. The Gemara raises an objection: However, if that is 
so, if every plural form in the verse adds another two judges, then 
when it later states: “And they shall go out,” this should indicate 
another two. And: “And they shall measure” (Deuteronomy 21:2), 
should indicate yet another two. This means that according to the 
reasoning of Rabbi Yehuda there are nine judges enumerated here, 
while according to the reasoning of Rabbi Shimon there are seven 
judges enumerated here. 


The Gemara responds: He requires that verse: “And they shall go 
out... and they shall measure,’ for that which is taught in a baraita: 
“And they shall go out,’ serves to emphasize that they themselves 
go out, and not their agents," i.e., they may not appoint an agent 
to measure the distance but must do it themselves. “And they shall 
measure,’ teaches that even if the corpse was found clearly near 
to a particular city" they would nevertheless measure the distance, 
as it is a mitzva to engage in this act of measurement. 


§ The Gemara comments: The mishna is not in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov, as it is taught in a 
baraita: Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov says: “Your Elders,’ this is the 
Sanhedrin; “your judges,” this is the king and the High Priest. 
According to Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov, the king and the High 
Priest need to participate in the ritual of breaking the neck of the 
heifer. From where is it learned that they are called judges? A king 
is called a judge, as it is written: “A king by justice establishes the 
land” (Proverbs 29:4.). A High Priest is called a judge, as it is writ- 
ten: “If there arise a matter too hard for you in judgment... And 
you shall come to the priests the Levites, and to the judge who 
shall be in those days” (Deuteronomy 17:8-9). 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: Is it so that Rabbi Eliezer 
ben Ya’akov disagrees only with regard to a king and a High 
Priest, contending that they too must be present at the measure- 
ment, but that with regard to the Sanhedrin he holds either in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda that three Elders 
suffice or in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, that 
five are needed? Or, perhaps he also disagrees with regard to the 
Sanhedrin and claims that the ritual is not performed unless there 
is the entire Sanhedrin participating. 


They and not their agents - poby K 1: The Rambam does 
not write this halakha explicitly, although he does indicate that he 
rules this way. The later authorities discuss whether the Elders of 
the Sanhedrin must actually perform the measurement themselves 
or whether it suffices for them to be present for the measuring 


HALAKHA 


Even if it was found clearly near a city - w bybya Kyn) ay: 
Even if the victim is discovered adjacent to a ‘particular city, it is 
nevertheless a mitzva to measure the distance from the corpse to 
all the surrounding cities (Rambam Sefer Nezikim, Hilkhot Rotze'ah 
UShmirat HaNefesh 9:1). 


(Rambam Sefer Nezikim, Hilkhot Rotze‘ah UShmirat HaNefesh 9:1). 
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NOTES 


A rebellious Elder — "yaa yt: The rebellious Elder is 
a scholar who continues his dispute with the Sanhed- 
rin even after the Sanhedrin has issued its ruling, in 
a matter of halakha that is written in the Torah and 
expounded by the Sages. Although he is not obligated 
to change his opinion, if he issues a practical ruling to 
others in opposition to that of the Sanhedrin, he is con- 
sidered a rebellious Elder and is brought to Jerusalem, 
where he is executed by strangulation. 


Let no mingled wine [mazeg] be wanting - 0r? bx 
avai: A hint for this halakha is found in the fact that 
it was common for wine to be diluted [mazug] to a 
ratio of two-thirds water to one-third wine. Here too, 
one-third of the Sanhedrin must remain. Furthermore, 
the numerical value of the letters in mazeg is fifty, 
which indicates that the absence of fifty members of 
the Sanhedrin is prohibited, but that it is permitted 
for fewer than fifty to leave (Tosefot HaRosh; Tosafot 
on Sanhedrin). 


LANGUAGE 


Beit Pagei - »35 !3: There are several opinions as to 
the identity of this place. It seems that two different 
places were known by that name. Some say that pagei 
s related to the Greek @ayeiv, fagein, meaning eat. 
According to this explanation, Beit Pagei means the 
place where one is allowed to eat the sanctified meat 
(o) 
(o) 


offerings, as it is considered to be within the borders 
Jerusalem (Arukh). 

From other sources, it seems that this was the name 
of a neighborhood next to Jerusalem, perhaps called 
so due to the small figs that grew there, as the word 
pag means small. It was outside the borders of the city. 
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Rav Yosef said: Come and hear a proof from a baraita: If a rebel- 
lious Elder" found the Sanhedrin notin the Hewn Chamber, which 
was their usual place, but in Beit Pagei,' near Jerusalem, and he 
rebelled against them there, by teaching in opposition to their 
ruling, one might have thought his rebellion should be considered 
a rebellion, rendering him liable to punishment. The verse there- 
fore states: “And you shall arise and go up to the place” (Deuter- 
onomy 17:8), which teaches that it is the place where the Sanhedrin 
resides that causes" the halakha of a rebellious Elder to take effect. 


The Gemara analyzes this statement: In this case, how many 
members of the Sanhedrin were there who went out to Beit Pagei? 
If we say that only a minority of them went out, why should he be 
considered a rebellious Elder? Perhaps those judges who are inside 
the Hewn Chamber hold in accordance with his opinion, which 
would mean that the Elder in question ruled with the majority. 
Rather, it is obvious that they all went out. 


The assumption that they all went out leads to the following ques- 
tion: And for what purpose did they all leave the Hewn Chamber? 
If it was for an optional matter, may they leave? But isn’t it written: 
“Your navel [shorerekh] is like around goblet, let no mingled wine 
be wanting” (Song of Songs 7:3)."" This verse is interpreted as 
referring to the Sanhedrin, the ministers [sarei] of Israel who sit in 
a semicircle, like half of a round goblet. The words “let no mingled 
wine be wanting” teach that if one of the great Sanhedrin needed 
to leave, then if there are still present in the Hewn Chamber 
twenty-three members, corresponding to the number of a lesser 
Sanhedrin, he may leave; and if not, he may not leave. ‘This indi- 
cates that it is prohibited for the entire Sanhedrin to leave for an 
optional matter. 


Rather it is obvious that they left for a matter of a mitzva. For what 
particular mitzva did they venture out? Is it not for the measure- 
ment associated with the ritual of the heifer, and it is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov? This would prove 
that Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov holds that the entire Sanhedrin goes 
out to measure the distance from the corpse to the nearby cities. 
Abaye said to Rav Yosef: No, this is not a proof, as perhaps they 
went out for a different mitzva, to expand the city of Jerusalem or 
the courtyards of the Temple, as we learned in a mishna (Sanhedrin 
2a): They may expand the sanctified area of the city of Jerusalem 
or of the Temple courtyards only" with the court of seventy-one. 


It is taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rav Yosef, 
that Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov disagrees even with regard to the 
number of judges: If the rebellious Elder found the Sanhedrin in 
Beit Pagei and rebelled against them, for example, if they went 
out for the measurement of the ritual of the heifer or to expand 
the area of the city or that of the courtyards, one might have 
thought that his rebellion should be a rebellion. Therefore, the 
verse states with regard to the requirement to follow the rulings of 
the Sanhedrin: “And you shall arise and go up to the place” (Deu- 
teronomy 17:8). This teaches that the place causes the halakha of 
a rebellious Elder to take effect, indicating that the entire Sanhedrin 
participates in the measurement of the distance from the corpse to 
the cities. 


Teaches that the place causes — nyja Dipanw sian: A scholar 
can become a rebellious Elder only if he disputes rulings of the 
Sanhedrin issued when they are seated in the Chamber of Hewn 
Stone (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Mamrim 3:5). 


Let no mingled wine be wanting — 31137 sor brs: The full court of 
seventy-one does not have to sit in the Chamber of Hewn Stone at 
all times, but all must be present when the court is in session. The 
rest of the time, the judges may leave to attend to their business, 


HALAKHA 


as long as at least twenty-three remain. Before a judge leaves, he 
must make sure that he has left at least twenty-three others there 
(Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 3:2). 


They may expand the city. . .only, etc. - KYN.. ayw PDD PX 
^a: The size of Jerusalem and of the Temple ae may be 
increased only by means of the king, a prophet, the Urim VeTum- 
mim, and the Sanhedrin of seventy-one (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 6:11). 
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§ The mishna teaches: If the corpse was found concealed in a 
pile of stones or hanging on a tree, they would not perform the 
ritual of the heifer. The Gemara suggests: Let us say that the 
mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda and 
not in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis. This is as it is 
taught in a baraita with regard to the halakha that sheaves of grain 
forgotten in the fields must be left for the poor: “And you forget 
a sheaf in the field” (Deuteronomy 24:19). This excludes a 
concealed sheaf; it is not considered forgotten and it may be 
collected by the owner, even if he did forget it. This is the state- 
ment of Rabbi Yehuda. And the Rabbis say: The phrase “in the 
field” serves to include the concealed sheaves, and these must 
be left for the poor. Rabbi Yehuda holds, like the ruling in the 
mishna here, that when the verse states “in the field” it excludes 
a concealed corpse. 


Rav said: You can even say that the mishna is in accordance with 
the opinion of the Rabbis, as here they expound the halakha 
based on the context of the verse, and there too they expound 
the halakha based on the context of the verse. 


In this case, as it is written: “If one be found slain” (Deuteron- 
omy 21:1), the default assumption is that the halakha applies no 
matter where it is found. When the verse then states: “In the 
ground,’ it must be serving to exclude a matter, i.e., a concealed 
corpse. And similarly, there, in the case of forgotten sheaves, they 
also expound based on the context of the verse, as it is written: 
“When you reap your harvest in your field, and you forget 
a sheaf” (Deuteronomy 24:19). This indicates that forgotten 
sheaves are similar to those of the harvest: Just as the harvest 
is performed with revealed objects, i.e., the growing grain, so too, 
the halakhot of forgetting pertain to revealed sheaves. Conse- 
quently, when the Merciful One writes in the Torah “in the field,” 
it must be in order to include the concealed sheaves." 


In light of this explanation, the Gemara asks: According to Rabbi 
Yehuda as well, let him derive that covered sheaves are not 
included from the fact that forgotten sheaves are similar to those 
of the harvest. Why does he have to derive it from the words “in 
the field”? The Gemara answers: Yes, it is indeed so, he does 
not derive that halakha from the phrase “in the field” 


The Gemara therefore inquires: But then why do I need the 
phrase “in the field,” which indicates either an exclusion or 
an inclusion? The Gemara answers: He requires it in order 
to include the forgotten stalks of standing grain." Produce 
that one forgot to reap is considered forgotten, even if it is still 
attached to the ground. The Gemara asks: And the Rabbis, 
from where do they learn the halakha of forgotten stalks of 
standing grain? The Gemara answers: They derive it from the 
verse: “When you reap your harvest in your field, and you 
forget,’ which indicates that the halakha includes one who forgot 
to harvest part of his field. 


The Gemara asks: And what does Rabbi Yehuda derive from 
this verse? The Gemara answers: It is necessary for him in 
order to learn that which Rabbi Abbahu says that Rabbi Elazar 
says, as Rabbi Abbahu says that Rabbi Elazar says: This verse 
excludes sheaves that floated" through the air from his field 
into another’s field. Such sheaves are not classified as forgotten 
and may be retrieved later by the owner. And the Rabbis, from 
where do they derive this halakha? They derive it from the fact 
that the verse could have stated: In the field, but instead states 

“in your field,” to include sheaves situated only in one’s own field. 
The Gemara continues to ask: And what does Rabbi Yehuda 
learn from this phrase? The Gemara answers: He does not learn 
anything from the difference between: In the field, and “in your 
field,” as he holds it is not a significant difference. 


HALAKHA 
To include the concealed sheaves — pyn ny may: 
Even a concealed sheaf is considered to be forgotten, 
in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam 
Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Mattenot Aniyyim 5:1). 


To include the forgotten stalks of standing grain - 
map naw niab: The halakha of forgetting applies to 

standing produce just as it does to cut produce. Therefore, 
if one forgot to harvest part of his field, the produce 

there belongs to the poor (Rambam Sefer Zeraʻim, Hilkhot 
Mattenot Aniyyim 1:6). 


It excludes sheaves that floated - jraiy voy vyw: If 
sheaves were blown by the wind into the field of another 
and were left there by their owner, they are not consid- 
ered to be forgotten, in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Abbahu. If one forgot a sheaf after the wind 
dispersed his sheaves in his own field, it is classified 
as forgotten (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Mattenot 
Aniyyim 5:5). 
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NOTES 


Into another's field — ivan niw sind: The early commen- 
aries disagree over the reason for this halakha. Rashi indi- 


cates that they are not considered to be forgotten because 
one purposely does not take them, as he cannot be sure 
he sheaves belong to him. The Meiri maintains that it is 
a Torah edict that only sheaves located in one’s own field 
can be considered forgotten, and that sheaves in the field 
of another are not classified as forgotten even if one knows 
hat they are there. The Devar Shaul interprets Rav Yirmeya’s 
inquiry as based on these two possibilities. 


HALAKHA 
A sheaf that had been held - 13143 praw vip: In a case 
where the owner of a field picked up a sheaf to take it to 
the city, placed it on another sheaf, and then forgot both 
sheaves, if he remembered the upper one before he came 
across it, the lower one is not considered to be forgotten. If 
not, the lower sheaf is considered to be forgotten. 

This ruling follows the Jerusalem Talmud in tractate Pe'a. 
The Ra‘avad maintains that the distinction between one 
who remembers and one who fails to do so applies only 
according to Rabbi Shimon, and is not accepted as halakha 
(Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Mattenot Aniyyim 5:4). 
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Rabbi Yirmeya raises a dilemma: If sheaves floated into his field, 
i.e., if one sheaf landed on another sheaf or on another item, what 
is the halakha? Is the airspace of a field considered to be like it 
is the field itself, in which case one sheaf on top of another meets 
the legal requirements to be deemed forgotten? Or, is it not con- 
sidered like the field, in which case one sheaf on top of another 
does not meet the legal requirements to be deemed forgotten? 


Rav Kahana said to Rav Pappi, and some say Rav Kahana 
said it to Rav Zevid: Let him resolve the dilemma from the 
statement of Rabbi Abbahu, who says that Rabbi Elazar says: 
This excludes sheaves that floated into another’s field." If they 
floated into another’s field, yes, Rabbi Elazar said that they are 
not deemed forgotten, but if they floated into his own field, they 
are not discussed by Rabbi Elazar, and therefore they are deemed 
forgotten. 


The Gemara refutes this proof: And according to your reasoning 

that the halakha of the baraita is limited to the case stated, one 

could infer: In a case where the sheaves drifted into another’s 

field, then if they were floating, yes, they are not deemed to be 

forgotten, but if they were resting directly on the ground in 

another's field, no, they are deemed to be forgotten. But this can- 
not be the halakha, as we require the sheaves to be “in your field,” 
and these sheaves are not in his field. 


Rather, you must admit that the words: Into another’s field, 
include not only those sheaves which are lying on other items, but 
even those resting directly on the ground. And the reason that 
Rabbi Abbahu states: Floated, is that you find a situation where 
sheaves end up in the field of another only in a case where they 
floated through the air and fell there. Since the term floated was 
not used to teach a halakha, no inference can be made from this 
baraita with regard to sheaves that floated in one’s own field. 


The Gemara again attempts to resolve the dilemma: Come and 
hear a proof from a baraita (Tosefta, Pe'a 3:7): In the case ofa sheaf 
that had been held" by its owner in order to take it to the city, 
and he placed it on top of another sheaf, and he forgot both 
sheaves, the lower sheaf is deemed to be a forgotten sheaf, and 
the upper one is not deemed to be a forgotten sheaf. Rabbi 
Shimon ben Yehuda says in the name of Rabbi Shimon: Both 
of them are not deemed to be forgotten sheaves; the lower one 
because it is concealed, and the upper one because it is floating 
and not directly touching the field. The Gemara points out: They 
disagree only with regard to the lower sheaf, but with regard to 
the upper one all agree that it is not deemed a forgotten sheaf. 
This demonstrates that a sheaf located in the airspace of the field 
is not deemed to be forgotten. 


The Gemara rejects this proof: There it is different, as, since the 
owner had held it to take it to the city, he acquired it. The reason 
it is not deemed to be a forgotten sheaf is not because it is not 
touching the field but because the owner had already acquired 
that particular sheaf before forgetting it. The Gemara raises an 
objection to this explanation: If so, why specifically state the case 
of a sheaf that was placed on top of another? The same would 
hold true in a case where one put the sheaf down directly in the 
field as well, as he has already acquired it. The Gemara answers: 
Yes, it is indeed so, and the reason that the baraita teaches: On 
top of another, is due to the lower sheaf rather than the upper 
one, in order to teach the dispute concerning the lower sheaf. 


The Gemara asks: But Rabbi Shimon said: Because it is floating. 
How can one then say that the reason for his ruling is because 
the owner of the field has acquired it? The Gemara answers: Say 
instead: Because it is like it is floating. In other words, it is as 
though the upper sheaf had not been put down atall, but remains 
in the owner’s hands. 
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The Gemara tells of a related incident. On one occasion Abaye 
said: I am hereby as sharp and expert as ben Azzai, who taught 
Torah in the markets of Tiberias, and am ready to answer any 
question that might be posed to me. One of the Sages said to 
Abaye, with regard to the ritual of the heifer whose neck is broken: 
If there were two slain people found one on top of the other" 
not precisely aligned, from where does one measure the distance 
to the surrounding cities? 


The various aspects of the dilemma are as follows: Is a substance 
in contact with the same type of substance considered to be 
concealed, and is a substance in contact with the same type of 
substance not considered to be floating, which would mean that 
the lower, concealed corpse is ignored because one does not 
measure the distance from a concealed corpse, as taught in the 
mishna, and one measures the distance from the upper one? Or 
perhaps a substance in contact with the same type of substance 
is considered to be floating, and a substance in contact with the 
same type of substance is not considered to be concealed, and 
he measures the distance from the lower one, because it is not 
considered to be concealed, but not from the upper one, which 
is considered to be floating. 


Or perhaps a substance in contact with the same type of sub- 
stance is considered to be concealed, and a substance in contact 
with the same type of substance is considered to be floating, and 
he therefore does not measure the distance from the lower one 
nor does he measure the distance from the upper one. Accord- 
ing to this last option, in such a situation no measuring is done, 
and the ritual is not performed. 


Abaye said to him: 


You learned it in the baraita (Tosefta, Pe'a 3:7): In the case of a 
sheaf that had been held by its owner in order to take it to the 
city, and he placed it on top of another sheaf, and he forgot both 
sheaves, the lower sheaf is deemed to be a forgotten sheaf, and 
the upper one is not deemed to be a forgotten sheaf. Rabbi 
Shimon ben Yehuda says in the name of Rabbi Shimon: Both 
of them are not deemed to be forgotten sheaves; the lower one 
because it is concealed and the upper one because it is floating 
and not directly touching the field. The Sages assumed that these 
tanna’im in the baraita basically hold in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who says that the phrase “in the field” 
serves to exclude a concealed sheaf. 


The Gemara continues Abaye’s statement: What, is it not the case 
that they disagree about this, as one Sage, Rabbi Shimon, holds 
that a substance in contact with the same type of substance is 
considered to be concealed, and therefore the lower sheaf is not 
deemed to be a forgotten sheaf, and one Sage, the Rabbis, holds 
that it is not considered to be concealed, which means it is 
deemed to be a forgotten sheaf. The same dispute would apply to 
the two corpses. 


HALAKHA =——— 
Two slain people, one on top of the other -by m adn w 
mt aa: If two slain people were found on top of each other, the 
measurement is taken from the upper one. The Ra’avad states 
that this matter was left unresolved by the Gemara. The Kesef 
Mishne addresses this issue at length and concludes that the 
Rambam's ruling is that a substance in contact with the same 
type of substance is considered concealed, and only a corpse 
found on water is considered to be floating (Rambam Sefer 
Nezikim, Hilkhot Rotze‘ah UShmirat HaNefesh 9:10). 
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NOTES 

Slain but not strangled - pay x Yon: The Meiri 
explains that if a person was found with indications 
that he died due to obstruction of the airways, there 
is always a possibility that he was not murdered 
but suffocated due to illness or choked to death. 
Based on Tosafot (Nazir 23b), some explain that the 
lexical meaning of “one slain [halal]" is something 
cut, and that the phrase consequently refers only to 
one who was killed by means of cutting (see Devar 
Shaul). The Malbim claims that “halal” means one 
whose blood was shed, as opposed to one who was 
strangled or died by other means. 


HALAKHA 

Slain but not strangled - pun Ko: The ritual of 
breaking the neck of the heifer is performed only if 
the victim was killed by being wounded, not if he 
was strangled. Likewise, the heifer is not brought if 
the victim was found in the throes of death, in accor- 
dance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer 
Nezikim, Hilkhot Rotze‘ah UShmirat HaNefesh 9:11). 
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The Gemara refutes this claim: No, if they hold in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, then it could be that everyone agrees 
that a substance in contact with the same type of substance is consid- 
ered to be concealed, and they would maintain this with regard to the 
two corpses as well. And here they disagree with regard to the issue 
that is the subject of the dispute of Rabbi Yehuda and the Rabbis, in 
that the opinion of the Rabbis of this baraita is in accordance with 
the opinion of the Rabbis there, which claims that the halakha of a 
forgotten sheaf applies even to a concealed sheaf, and Rabbi Shimon 
ben Yehuda holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, 
who maintains that a concealed sheaf is exempt from the halakha of 
forgotten sheaves. 


The Gemara asks: If that is so, that their dispute is with regard to the 
halakha of concealed sheaves, why did they specifically disagree in 
the case of a sheaf that was on top of another sheaf; the same would 
hold true even in a case where the sheaf was concealed in dirt and 
pebbles? The Gemara answers: Yes, it is indeed so. They disagree with 
regard to all concealed sheaves, and their dispute is stated with regard 
to a case of one sheaf on top of another in order to convey to you the 
far-reaching nature of the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who says that 
even a substance that is in contact with the same type of substance is 
considered concealed. Therefore, a substance concealed in a different 
type of matter is all the more so considered concealed. 


§ The Gemara returns to discuss when the ritual of breaking the neck 
of the heifer is performed. The Sages taught, expounding the verse “If 
one be found slain in the land which the Lord your God has given you 

to possess it, lying in the field” (Deuteronomy 21:1): “Slain” indicates 

one killed by a sword, but not one who was strangled; “slain,” but 

not one who was found twitching in his death throes; “in the land,” 
but not concealed in a pile of stones; “lying,” but not hanging on a 

tree; “in the field,” but not floating on the surface of the water. Rabbi 

Elazar says: In all these cases, if a person was slain by the sword, the 

judges break the neck of the heifer, and it does not matter where the 

corpse was found. 


It is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yosei bar Yehuda says that the Sages 
said to Rabbi Elazar: Do you not concede that if he was strangled 
and left in a garbage heap, that they do not break the heifer’s neck? 
Apparently, “slain” is a precise term that means slain but not strangled. 
If you accept that, here too the words “in the land” should indicate: In 
the land, but not concealed in a pile of stones; “fallen” should indicate: 
Fallen but not hanging on a tree; and “in the field” should indicate in 
the field but not floating on the surface of the water. And Rabbi 
Elazar holds that those other situations are not excluded, and that 
because in that first case the Torah writes “slain” an extra time in the 
next verse: “About him that is slain’ (Deuteronomy 21:2), this repetition 
teaches that a victim of strangulation is not included in this halakha. 


Q The mishna taught: Ifa corpse was found close to the border of the 
country or close to a city in which the majority of its inhabitants are 
gentiles, the judges would not break the heifer’s neck, as it is written: 
“Ifone be found slain” (Deuteronomy 21:1). This excludes places where 
murdered bodies are commonly found, such as the aforementioned 
locations. 


The mishna taught: Or if the victim was discovered close to a city 
that is without a rabbinical court of twenty-three judges, they would 
not measure the distance to that city. The Gemara explains: This is 
because the verse requires “the Elders of that city” (Deuteronomy 
21:3), and this is not the case here; therefore the rite was not performed. 
The mishna also taught that the Elders measure the distance from the 
corpse only to a city that contains a rabbinical court of twenty-three 
judges. The Gemara asks: This is obvious. Since the mishna taught that 
they do not measure the distance to a city that does not have a rabbini- 
cal court of twenty-three judges, I know that they measure the distance 
only to a city that has a rabbinical court of twenty-three judges. 
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The Gemara answers: This tanna teaches us the halakha as it is 
taught in a baraita: From where is it derived that if the corpse 
was found close to a city that does not have a rabbinical court 
of twenty-three judges, that they leave the city aside and measure 
the distance from the corpse to a city that has a rabbinical court" 
of twenty-three judges? The verse states: “And the Elders of 
that city shall take” (Deuteronomy 21:3), which indicates that 
the Elders ofa city are involved in any case, and the measurement 
is taken even if it is not to the city closest to the body. 


MISHNA! the slain person “i oun precisely 


between two cities," the inhabitants of 
the two of them bring two heifers total; this is the statement of 
Rabbi Eliezer. And the inhabitants of Jerusalem do not bring 
a heifer" whose neck is broken, even if Jerusalem is the city 
closest to the slain victim. If the head of the corpse was found 
in one place and his body was found in a different place, they 
bring the head next to the body; this is the statement of Rabbi 
Eliezer. Rabbi Akiva says: They bring the body next to the 
head." From where on the body would they measure the dis- 
tance? Rabbi Eliezer says: From his navel. Rabbi Akiva says: 
From his nose." Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov says: From the place 
where he became a slain person, which is from the neck. 


G E M ARA The Gemara explains: What is the rea- 


soning of Rabbi Eliezer, that when a 
body is found precisely between two cities, the inhabitants of 
each city bring a heifer? His ruling is based on two factors. First, 
he holds that it is possible to measure precisely and that it is a 
real possibility to determine that both cities are exactly the same 
distance from the corpse. And second, he interprets the term 

“That is nearest” (Deuteronomy 21:3), to be referring not only to 
one city. It can even be understood as: That are nearest," so that 
the halakhot apply to more than one city. 


The mishna taught: And the inhabitants of Jerusalem do not 
bring a heifer whose neck is broken. The Gemara explains: This 
is because the verse states: “If one be found slain in the land 
which the Lord your God has given you to possess it” (Deu- 
teronomy 21:1), and this tanna holds that Jerusalem was not 
divided among the tribes in the division of Eretz Yisrael. It was 
not given as a possession to any particular person but belongs to 
all; therefore the halakha of the heifer whose neck is broken does 
not apply to it. 


§ With regard to the halakha of a corpse whose head was found 
in one place and its body elsewhere, the Gemara asks: With 
regard to what halakha do they disagree? If we say they disagree 
with regard to whether the measurement is taken from the head 
or the body, from the fact that the latter clause teaches: From 
where would they measure the distance, it may be inferred that 
in the first clause we are not dealing with measurement. Rabbi 
Yitzhak said: They disagree with regard to a different matter, 
the question of whether a corpse with no one to bury it [met 
mitzva]® acquires its place," meaning if an unattended corpse 
must be buried where it is found. 


A corpse with no one to bury it [met mitzva] - 


an important religious obligation to take part in the burial of the 
dead. If the deceased has no acquaintances or relatives to bury him, 
everyone is obligated to assist in his burial. The halakha is that a 
corpse with no one available to bury it acquires its place, i.e, the 
corpse is interred where it is found. However, if that place is not an 


BACKGROUND 
myn ma: It is 


honorable location the corpse is buried in the nearest cemetery. 
This religious duty is so important that even priests and nazirites, 
who are ordinarily prohibited from coming into contact with a 
corpse, may bury a met mitzva if there is no one else available to 
do so. Likewise, the obligation to bury this corpse takes precedence 
over nearly all other religious obligations. 


HALAKHA 


Measure the distance to a city that has a rabbini- 
cal court — pt ma ma wow vyh pTi: If the corpse 
was found near a city "that does not have a court, the 
measurement is taken to a city that does have a court 
Rambam Sefer Nezikim, Hilkhot Rotze'ah UShmirat 
HaNefesh 9:5). 


s found precisely between two cities — 132 N¥12 
niwy mw pa: If the corpse was found equidistant to 
wo cities that contain an equal number of inhabit- 
ants, the inhabitants of the two cities bring in part- 
nership a heifer whose neck is broken and make the 
ollowing stipulation: The heifer belongs to the nearer 
city and the portion of the heifer owned by the farther 
city is given to the nearer one as a gift. They state this 
condition because it is impossible for any two things 
to be precisely equal (Rambam Sefer Nezikim, Hilkhot 
Rotze‘ah UShmirat HaNefesh 9:8). 


The inhabitants of Jerusalem do not bring a heifer - 
aay mean ohw py: Measurements are not taken 
from a corpse to Jerusalem because its inhabitants 
do not bring a heifer whose neck is broken, as Jeru- 
salem was not given to any tribe as an inheritance 
(Rambam Sefer Nezikim, Hilkhot Rotze’‘ah UShmirat 
HaNefesh 9:4). 


The body next to the head — wx Syne aa: If the 
victim’s head was found in one place and his body 
elsewhere, the body is brought to the head for burial 
there. Any met mitzva is treated in this manner, as the 
halakha follows Rabbi Akiva (Rambam Sefer Nezikim, 
Hilkhot Rotze'ah UShmirat HaNefesh 9:9). 


From his nose — inyin: The measurement is per- 
formed from the victim’s nose, in accordance with 
Rabbi Akiva (Rambam Sefer Nezikim, Hilkhot Rotze‘ah 
UShmirat HaNefesh 9:9). 


A met mitzva acquires its place — ipa map mY% na: 
One of the conditions Joshua stipulated with those 
inheriting the land was that a met mitzva acquires its 
place for the purpose of burial. However, if a corpse 
is found on the boundary between fields or in a city, 
it is removed to a cemetery. While the halakha of a 
met mitzva applies outside Eretz Yisrael as well, the 
Shakh notes that the common practice there is to take 
the corpse to a cemetery in all cases (Rambam Sefer 
Nezikim, Hilkhot Nizkei Mammon 5:3; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 364:3). 


NOTES 


That is nearest, even that are nearest — x) map 
niajn: Two related and conflicting baraitot are cited 
in tractate Bekhorot. According to one baraita, if the 
corpse is measured to be precisely between two cities, 
the ritual is not performed at all. The reason is that the 
tanna of that baraita holds that although it is possible 
to perform an exact measurement, the verse states: 
“That is nearest,” and not: That are nearest, limiting 
the performance of the ritual to the inhabitants of 
one city. 

The other baraita states that if the corpse is mea- 
sured to be equidistant to the two closest cities then 
he inhabitants of both cities bring a single heifer in 
partnership and stipulate that the ritual is on behalf 
of whichever city is in truth nearer. The latter baraita 
holds that it is impossible to measure precisely, so 
he inhabitants of one city are obligated to bring the 
heifer, and it is uncertain which city it is. With regard 
o the exposition of the verse, Rashi points out that 
he singular form in the Torah is often used also in 
reference to an entire group or type. 
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And this is what the mishna is saying: With regard to burying 
him, the victim acquires his place, and he is buried there. The 
mishna continues: And in a case where his head is found in 
one place and his body is found in a different place, they bring 
the head next to the body and bury him there; this is the state- 
ment of Rabbi Eliezer. Rabbi Akiva says: They bring the body 
next to the head. The Gemara explains: With regard to what 
do they disagree? They both agree that he should be buried in 
the place where he was killed, but one Sage, Rabbi Eliezer, 
holds that his body fell in its place, and it was the head that 
rolled away and fell. And one Sage, Rabbi Akiva, holds that 
his head fell where it fell, and it was the body that went and 
continued onward. Therefore, the body is brought to the head. 


§ The mishna taught that there is a dispute concerning the 
question: From where on the body would they measure the 
distance? The Gemara asks: With regard to what do they 
disagree? One Sage, Rabbi Akiva, holds: A person's life is 
sustained mainly in his nose," in his respiratory system. And 
one Sage, Rabbi Eliezer, holds: His life is mainly in the area 
of his navel, in his digestive system. 


The Gemara suggests: Shall we say that these tanna’im are like 
those tanna’im, who had a dispute as it is taught in a baraita: 
From where is an embryo formed?" From its head, and so 
the verse states: “Out of my mother’s womb You pulled me 
[ gozi]” (Psalms 71:6). And the proof that “gozi” is referring to 
the head is from the verse that states: “Cut off [ gozi] your hair, 
and cast it away” (Jeremiah 7:29). In this verse, the term gozi 
relates to the hair of the head. Abba Shaul says: An embryo is 
formed from its navel, and it sends its roots forth. This dispute 
concerning the initial formation of an embryo also appears to 
depend on where the main source of life in a person is. 


The Gemara refutes this comparison: You can even say that 

both tanna’im of the mishna agree with Abba Shaul, as Abba 

Shaul says his opinion only with regard to the forming of an 

embryo, that when an embryo is formed, it is formed from 

its middle. But with regard to life, everyone, i.e., both tanna’im 

in the baraita, agree that it is in his nose, as it is written: 

“All in whose nostrils was the breath of the spirit of life” 
(Genesis 7:22). 


The mishna taught another opinion. Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov 
says: The distance should be measured from the place where 
the victim became a slain person," from his neck. The Gemara 
poses a question: What is the reason of Rabbi Eliezer ben 
Ya’akov? The Gemara answers: As it is written: “To lay you 
upon the necks of the wicked who are to be slain” (Ezekiel 
21:34), which shows that being slain occurs at the neck. 


NOTES 


Life is sustained mainly in his nose — maxa KON Ip: The 


Jerusalem Talmud provides a different explanation of this dis- 


pute than the one offered here. The Gemara there explains 
that according to Rabbi Akiva the nose is the most important 
location on the body because facial identification is enabled by 
the structure of the center of the face. Conversely, Rabbi Eliezer 
holds that the navel is the most important location on the body 
because life is dependent on the internal organs, and the navel 
marks the center of the internal organs. 


From where is an embryo formed - 7¥13 shin jana: It 
could be explained that the dispute is how to categorize the 


growth of the embryo. On the one hand, when the cells 
begin to join and take shape, the head is the first part of 
the body to be recognizable. On the other hand, the fetus is 
sustained by means of the umbilical cord, so it could be said 
that its life begins there and spreads from there to the rest of 
the body. 


From the place where he became a slain person — nipan 
bon my: In other words, since the neck is mentioned in the 
description of a slain person, a slain victim is categorized by 
what occurred to his neck, even if he happened to have been 
fatally wounded on a different part of his body. 
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MI S H N The mishna continues to describe the ritual. 

After they would take the measurement, the 
Elders of Jerusalem took their leave" and went away. The Elders 
of the city that is closest to the corpse bring a heifer from cattle, 
which has not pulled a yoke. But a blemish does not disqualify 
it," because, unlike the description of the red heifer, the Torah does 
not state that it must be without blemish. And they bring it down 
to a stream that is eitan."" Eitan in this context means as the 
word generally indicates, powerful. The stream must have a force- 
ful flow. The mishna comments: Even if it is not forceful, it is a 
valid site for the ritual. And they break the neck of the heifer" 
from behind with a cleaver." And with regard to its place, where 
the heifer was standing when its neck was broken, it is prohibited 
for that ground to be sown or to be worked, but it is permitted to 
comb flax there or to cut stones there. 


The Elders of that city would then wash" their hands in water in 
the place of the breaking of the neck of the heifer, and they would 
recite: “Our hands did not spill this blood, nor did our eyes see” 
(Deuteronomy 21:7). The mishna explains: But did it enter our 
minds that the Elders of the court are spillers of blood, that they 
must make such a declaration? Rather, they mean to declare that 
the victim did not come to us and then we let him take his leave 
without food, and we did not see him and then leave him alone 
to depart without accompaniment. They therefore attest that they 
took care of all his needs and are not responsible for his death even 
indirectly. 


HALAKHA 


The Elders of Jerusalem took their leave, etc. — 371 11093 
a>) Dh: After the Elders measure the distances and deter- 
mine the nearest city, the corpse is buried where it is, and the 
Elders of Jerusalem return to their place. Then, the Elders of 
the nearest city bring a heifer of cattle, paid for by the city’s 
inhabitants (Rambam Sefer Nezikim, Hilkhot Rotze'ah UShmirat 
HaNefesh 9:2). 


A blemish does not disqualify it - 7a boia ovat px: A heifer 
whose neck is broken is not disqualified if it has a blemish. 
However, it is noted in the Jerusalem Talmud that if the animal 
has a condition that will cause it to die within twelve months 
[tereifa], it is disqualified (Rambam Sefer Nezikim, Hilkhot Rotze‘ah 
UShmirat HaNefesh 10:2). 


Stream [nahal] that is eitan — g: Most commentaries explain 
that nahal eitan refers to a nahal, a valley, that has water in the 
rainy season but is dry in the summer (Rashi; Rashbam; Rash; 
Ramban; Rosh). Accordingly, the term eitan means strong or 
firm, and is referring to land that is not able to be sown. The 
Rambam, however, holds that nahal eitan refers to a stream that 
flows powerfully, with the term eitan referring to the strength of 
its current. According to this approach, the prohibition against 
sowing does not refer to the stream itself, which is not fit for 
sowing, but to its bank. The Radak accepts this interpretation, 


NOTES 


And they bring it down to a stream that is eitan - pti 
ON bm Ani: The calf is brought down to a stream that flows 
orcefully (Rambam Sefer Nezikim, Hilkhot Rotzeah UShmirat 
HaNefesh 9:2). 


They break the neck of the heifer, etc. — a1 AIK pay: The 
heifer’s neck is broken from behind with a cleaver (Rambam Sefer 
Nezikim, Hilkhot Rotze‘ah UShmirat HaNefesh 9:3). 


The Elders of that city wash, etc. — 131 pmi yA FDN I: All 
Elders of the nearest city’s court, even if there are one hundred 
of them, wash their hands in the place where the neck was 
broken. They recite there: “Our hands did not spill this blood, 
nor did our eyes see.” The meaning of the passage is that they 
had not neglected to provide the victim with food and accom- 
paniment (Rambam Sefer Nezikim, Hilkhot Rotze‘ah UShmirat 
HaNefesh 9:3). 


adding that the Elders would wash their hands with the water 
that flowed there. 


And they break the neck of the heifer — Anix potipr: The 
wording of the mishna indicates that it does not matter who 
breaks the neck, as all are fit to do so. Rabbi Shimon in tractate 
Menahot states that the heifer’s neck is broken by a priest, but 
the Rambam does not cite this minority opinion as halakha 
(Rashash). 


LANGUAGE 
Cleaver [kofitz] - y»Dip: From the Greek xoriç, kopis, 
meaning a large knife with a thick blade. It was used for 
chopping in addition to cutting. 


Ancient cleaver 
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Perek IX 
Daf 46 Amuda 


NOTES 

But the Divine Spirit informs them - wiipa ma xy 
mwan: The proof that this is not part of the priests’ state- 
mentis that they speak in the form of a request, saying: “For- 
give, Lord, Your people Israel” (Deuteronomy 21:8), whereas 
the last part of the verse states: “And it shall be forgiven,” as 
a statement of fact. The verse is stating an assurance that if 
the Elders and judges perform the ritual properly, they will 
eventually find the killer and bring him to justice, which will 
fully atone for the crime. The Targum Yonatan and several 
midrashim explain similarly (Maharsha). 


Which is disqualified by years - 72 nibpis Dw: Rashi 
writes that a heifer to be used in the ritual of breaking the 
neck must be in its first year of life. However, the halakha 
appears to be otherwise, as that is the opinion of Rabbi 
Eliezer (Para 1:1), but the Rabbis maintain that it is a heifer 
until it is age two. The Rambam rules in accordance with 
he opinion of the Rabbis (Rashash). 


A bundle [uda] of sacks - ppw by My: This translation 
ollows Rashi. According to the Rambam, it refers to a type 
of sackcloth. The author of the Arukh asserts, citing the 
geonim, that uda is a kind of rope that is tied over sacks 
o prevent them from falling off an animal, as in the verse: 
“The Lord upholds [meoded] the humble” (Psalms 147:6). He 
explains that Rabbi Yehuda is saying that not only does the 
bundle itself disqualify the animal, but the rope does as well. 
Rabbeinu Hananel similarly states that it refers to a kind of 
decorative belt, like the word adi, meaning an ornament, 
placed on the cow, in the manner of a donkey's girth. 


BACKGROUND 


Yoke [o/] —bip: A yoke is a bar, fashioned from wood or iron, 
that is placed on the shoulders of oxen or cows and then 
connected to a cart, a plowshare, or a threshing sledge. 
An ol is for one animal, whereas a yoke for two animals is 
called a tzemed. A yoke needs to be wide enough that it 
will not break during the performance of labor. This is why 
its width is important for commercial transactions, as the 
Gemara notes. 


Two oxen with a single yoke 


LANGUAGE 
Bundle [uda] - 1y: The word seems to come from a root 
that means tying or the bundling of things. There is a similar 
word in Syriac and in Arabic, 84s, uddah. 
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And the priests recite: “Forgive, Lord, Your people Israel, whom 
You have redeemed, and suffer not innocent blood to remain in 
the midst of Your people Israel” (Deuteronomy 21:8). They did 
not have to recite" the conclusion of the verse: “And the blood 
shall be forgiven for them,” as this is not part of the priests’ state- 
ment, but rather the Divine Spirit informs them:" When you shall 
do so, the blood is forgiven for you. 


G E M ARA With regard to the mishna’s statement that 

the heifer is not disqualified by a blemish, 
the Gemara suggests: And a blemish should disqualify in the case 
of the heifer, by means of an a fortiori inference: And if in the case 
of the red heifer, which is not disqualified by years," as it may be 
of any age, and yet a blemish disqualifies it," then a heifer for 
this ritual, which is disqualified by years, as it is valid only until 
two years of age, is it not logical that a blemish should disqualify 
it? The Gemara answers: It is different there, in the case of the 
red heifer, as the verse states: “Wherein [bah] has no blemish” 
(Numbers 19:2). This serves as an exclusion and teaches that it is 
only with regard to it [bah] that a blemish is disqualifying, but a 
blemish is not disqualifying with regard to the heifer of the ritual 
of the breaking of the neck. 


The Gemara asks: However, if that is so, ifthe word “bah” precludes 

a derivation by an a fortiori inference, then any other labor per- 
formed with the red heifer, apart from pulling a yoke, should not 

disqualify it. While the verse disqualifies a red heifer only if it 

pulled a yoke, as it states: “And upon which never came a yoke” 
(Numbers 19:2), a similar a fortiori inference could be learned from 

the heifer whose neck is to be broken to disqualify a red heifer that 

has performed any labor. However, since the verse states with regard 

to the heifer whose neckis to be broken: “That has not been worked 

with [bah]” (Deuteronomy 21:3), this indicates that labor is dis- 
qualifying only for “bah,” a heifer whose neck is to be broken, but 

not for a red heifer. 


Why, then, does Rav Yehuda say that Rav says: If he placed a 
bundle [uda] of sacks" on a red heifer," the heifer is immediately 
disqualified from being used as the red heifer; and as for the heifer 
whose neck is broken, it is not disqualified by such labor until it 
pulls and moves the burden, as the verse states: “That has not pulled 
a yoke” (Deuteronomy 21:3). Why does bearing the weight of the 
bundle disqualify the red heifer? The Gemara explains: The halakha 
with regard to the red heifer is different, as we learn by a verbal 
analogy between the word “yoke” used with regard to the red heifer 
and the word “yoke” used with regard to the heifer whose neck 
is broken that any labor disqualifies the former. 


HALAKHA 


They did not have to recite, etc. — 15) 12 pow vn x: After 
the heifer’s neck is broken, the priests recite: “Forgive, Lord, 
Your people Israel whom You have redeemed, and suffer not 


innocent blood to remain in the midst of Your people Israel” 


(Deuteronomy 21:8). They omit the conclusion of that verse: 
“And the blood shall be forgiven for them,’ as this is a promise by 
God that this ritual will serve to atone for them (Rambam Sefer 
Nezikim, Hilkhot Rotze‘ah UShmirat HaNefesh 9:3). 


The red heifer, which is not disqualified by years - pxw m5 
GE! mibpis owt: The red heifer should be three or four years 
old, ab initio. Itis valid even ifit is older than this, but the priests 
do not wait that long to perform the ritual, in case it becomes 
disqualified by the growth of black hairs, as stated in tractate 
Para (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 11). 


A blemish disqualifies it - 7a pis oy: All blemishes that 


disqualify sacred offerings disqualify the red heifer as well 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 177). 


A heifer for this ritual, which is disqualified by years - may 
ma mibpis Dw: The heifer whose neck is broken may be up 
to two years old. If it is two years and one day old it is disquali- 
fied, as stated here and in tractate Para (Rambam Sefer Nezikim, 
Hilkhot Rotze'ah UShmirat HaNefesh 10:2). 


If he placed a bundle on it, etc. -^3 nTy py ram: All types 
of labor disqualify the red heifer. The halakha with regard toa 
yoke is even more stringent. If a yoke is merely placed on an 
animal it disqualifies it, even if the yoke was not pulled. However, 
other forms of labor must actually be performed in order to 
be disqualifying. If one placed a garment or sackcloth on the 
animal, it is disqualified (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para 
Aduma 1:7). 
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The Gemara raises an objection: If there is a verbal analogy between 
the red heifer and the heifer that will have its neck broken, then the 
halakha that a blemish should disqualify the heifer whose neck is 
broken should also be derived from the usage of “yoke” with regard 
to the heifer whose neck is broken and from the usage of “yoke” 
with regard to the red heifer. The Gemara answers: The Merciful 
One has excluded this possibility by placing in the verse the word 
“bah,” which indicates that disqualification due to blemish applies 
only to the red heifer and not to the heifer whose neck is broken. 


The Gemara counters this claim: In the verse concerning a heifer 
whose neck is broken, the Torah also writes “bah”; it should be the 
case that forms of labor other than pulling a yoke are disqualifying 
only with regard to it and not with regard to the red heifer. The 
Gemara answers: That word “bah” is required by Rav Yehuda in 
order to exclude sacred offerings, i.e., which are not disqualified 
by labor," and one may bring an animal that has been used for labor 
as an offering. It might enter your mind to say that this should be 
derived by an a fortiori inference from a heifer whose neck is 
broken, as follows: And if with regard to a heifer whose neck is 
broken, which is not disqualified by a blemish, labor nevertheless 
disqualifies it, then with regard to sacred offerings, which are 
disqualified by a blemish," is it not right that labor should dis- 
qualify them? In order to counter this argument, the word “bah” 
teaches us that a sacred offering is not disqualified by labor. 


With regard to this suggested a fortiori inference, the Gemara 
observes that it can be refuted in the following manner: What 
about the fact that a heifer whose neck is broken is disqualified by 
years, as once it reaches two years of age it is no longer classified as 
a heifer? As it is clear that the heifer whose neck is to be broken 
carries some restrictions that do not apply to sacred offerings, per- 
haps being disqualified by labor is another such restriction. The 
Gemara refutes this argument: Is that to say that there are no 
sacred offerings that are disqualified by years? There are several 
offerings that may be brought only in their first or second year, and 
where the verse is necessary to teach that sacred offerings are not 
disqualified by labor, it is with regard to those sacred offerings that 
are disqualified by years. 


The Gemara raises an objection: But is the halakha that sacred 
offerings are not disqualified by labor derived from this verse? It 
is derived from elsewhere. The verse states with regard to sacred 
offerings: “Blind, or broken, or maimed, or having a wart, or 
scabbed, or scurvy, you shall not offer these to the Lord” (Leviti- 
cus 22:22). This verse serves to create an exclusion, teaching that it 
is these that you may not sacrifice, but you may sacrifice sacred 
animals that have been used for labor. The Gemara answers: It was 
necessary to state the halakha twice. It might enter your mind to 
say that this halakha, that one may sacrifice animals that have been 
used for labor, applies only in a case where they were used for 
permitted labor, but if they were used for prohibited labor, e.g., on 
Shabbat, you might say that it is prohibited to bring them as offer- 
ings. In order to refute this argument, it is necessary to state the 
halakha again. 


The Gemara poses another question: But this halakha that prohib- 
ited labor does not disqualify offerings is also derived from here, a 

verse with regard to the sacrifice of blemished animals: “And from 

the hand of a stranger you shall not offer the bread of your 

God from any of these, because... there is a blemish in them” 
(Leviticus 22:25). This verse emphasizes that it is only “these,” i.e., 
blemished animals, that you may not sacrifice, but you may sacri- 
fice sacred animals that have been used for labor. Since this verse 

is discussing the possibility of accepting offerings from a gentile, 
who presumably also performed prohibited labor with the animal, 
this demonstrates that prohibited labor does not disqualify animals 

from being sacrificed as offerings. 


HALAKHA 
Sacred offerings, which are not disqualified by 
labor - niay ma nypa x3 mwTp: Offerings are not 
disqualified by the performance of labor (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 1:7). 


Sacred offerings, which are disqualified by a blem- 
ish - 71a nbpis Draw Dw: It is a positive mitzva for 
all offerings to be unblemished and of good quality. 
A blemished animal is disqualified from being used 
as an offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei 
Mizbe‘ah 1:1). 
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NOTES 


At the time of performing labor - nywa 
May: In other words, the animal is disqualified 
only if the owner intended for the animal to do 
the action for the sake of labor, but not if it was 
done for any other reason. The Rambam writes, 
as an example, that if one brought the animal 
into the threshing area for a reason other than 
threshing, the threshing it performs incidentally 
while there does not disqualify the animal from 
being the red heifer. With regard to the carrying 
of a burden, however, it is disqualified even if 
one placed the yoke on the animal without 
intending it for work. 
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The Gemara answers: It was necessary to teach this halakha a third time. 
It might enter your mind to say: This halakha, that labor does not dis- 
qualify offerings, applies only where one performed labor with them 
when they were non-sacred and afterward dedicated them as offerings, 
but if one performed labor with them when they were already sacred 
animals, you might say that it is prohibited to bring them as offerings. In 
order to refute this argument, it is necessary to teach this halakha in three 
separate places. 


§ The Gemara returns to discuss the matter itself: Rav Yehuda says that 
Rav says: If one placed a bundle of sacks on a red heifer, it is disqualified. 
And as for a heifer whose neckis broken, it is not disqualified until it pulls 
a burden. The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: It states with 
regard to the red heifer: “That upon which never came a yoke” (Numbers 
19:2). [have derived only a yoke; from where do I derive that other types 
of labor also disqualify the animal? You can say the following a fortiori 
inference: And if with regard to a heifer whose neck is broken, which is 
not disqualified by a blemish, other types of labor disqualify it, then 
with regard to a red heifer, which is disqualified by a blemish, is it not 
right that other types of labor should disqualify it? 


And if it is your wish to say that this a fortiori inference is unsound, you 
can learn this halakha by a verbal analogy: It is stated here, with regard to 
the red heifer, “yoke” (Numbers 19:2), and it is stated there, with regard 
to the heifer whose neck is broken, “yoke” (Deuteronomy 21:3). Just as 
there, other types of labor disqualify it, so too here, in the case of the 
red heifer, other types of labor disqualify it. 


The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of: If it is your wish to say? 
What potential problem with the a fortiori inference necessitates the verbal 
analogy? The Gemara explains: And perhaps you would say that the 
a fortiori inference can be refuted in the following manner: What is 
unique about a heifer whose neck is broken is that it is disqualified 
by years, which is not the case for a red heifer. Alternatively, one could 
suggest that sacred offerings will prove that this inference should not be 
made, as a blemish is disqualifying with regard to them, but labor is 
not disqualifying with regard to them. 


As the a fortiori inference can be refuted in either of these ways, there is a 
need for the verbal analogy: It is stated here “yoke,” and it is stated 
there “yoke.” Just as there, in the case of a heifer whose neck is broken, 
other types of labor disqualify it, so too, other types of labor disqualify 
a red heifer. The Gemara raises an objection to this verbal analogy: And 
from the place that you came you can offer an alternative exposition: Just 
as below, in the case of a heifer whose neck is broken, it is not disqualified 
by carrying a burden until it pulls the yoke, so too here, a red heifer 
should not be disqualified until it pulls the yoke, contrary to the statement 
of Rav. 


The Gemara answers the objection to the statement of Rav from the 
baraita: It is a dispute among tanna’im, as there are those who cite the 
source of this halakha, that labor disqualifies a red heifer, by verbal analogy 
from a heifer whose neck is broken, and therefore the red heifer is dis- 
qualified only if it pulls the burden. There are also those who cite the 
source of this halakha from a red heifer itself, and consequently they 
disqualify the red heifer even if it did not pull the yoke. 


This is as it is taught in a baraita with regard to a red heifer: From the term 

“yoke” I have derived only that a yoke disqualifies a red heifer; from where 

do I derive the other types oflabor? The verse states: “That upon which 

never came a yoke” (Numbers 19:2). The verse could be read with a pause 

after the word “came,” which would teach that it is disqualified in any case, 
no matter what labor was performed with it. If so, what is the meaning 
when the verse states “yoke,” if all forms of labor disqualify it? It teaches 

us that a yoke placed on the animal disqualifies it whether the yoke was 

on the animal at the time of performing labor or whether it was on the 

animal not at the time of performing labor, i.e., it was merely placed on 

the animal. However, other types of labor actions disqualify animals only 
at the time of actually performing labor." Rav ruled in accordance with 

this opinion. 
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The Gemara raises an objection: And perhaps one can say a dif- 
ferent exposition of the verse: “Ihat upon which never came” 
is a generalization that disqualifies the animal after any type of 
labor, while “yoke” is a detail. There is a generalization and a 

detail, and the principle ofhalakhic exposition in that case is that 

there is nothing in the generalization other than what is in the 

detail. Therefore, with regard to a yoke, yes, it will disqualify an 

animal from being used as a red heifer; but with regard to any- 
thing else, no, it will not disqualify the animal. The Gemara 

answers: “That upon which never came” is an amplification, and 

the addition of this term results in this verse not belonging to the 

category of generalizations and details. 


The Gemara comments: And a case like this is also taught in a 
baraita with regard to a heifer whose neck is broken: From the 
word “yoke” I have derived only that a yoke disqualifies; from 
where do I derive the other types of labor? The same verse 
states: “That has not been worked with” (Deuteronomy 21:3), 
to teach that it is disqualified in any case, no matter what labor 
was performed with it. If so, what is the meaning when the verse 
states “yoke”? It serves to teach us that a yoke placed on the 
animal disqualifies it whether the yoke was on the animal at the 
time of performing labor or whether it was on the animal not 
at the time of performing labor, i.e., it was merely placed on the 
animal, whereas other types of labor actions disqualify animals 
only at the time of actually performing labor. 


The Gemara raises an objection: And perhaps one can say a 
different exposition of the verse: “That has not been worked 
with” is a generalization that disqualifies the animal after any 
type of labor, while “yoke” is a detail. There is a generalization 
and a detail, and the principle of halakhic exposition in that case 
is that there is nothing in the generalization other than what 
is in the detail, which means: With regard to a yoke, yes, it will 
disqualify an animal, but with regard to anything else, no, it 
will not disqualify it. The Gemara answers: The phrase “that has 
not been worked with” is an amplification, and the addition of 
this term results in this verse not belonging to the category of 
generalizations and details. 


Rabbi Abbahu said: I asked of Rabbi Yohanan: This pulling 
of a yoke that disqualifies a heifer whose neck is broken, with 
how much, i.e., how far, must the animal pull the yoke for it to 
be disqualified? He said to me: Like the measure of the size of 
a full yoke. A dilemma was raised before the Sages: Does this 
mean according to its length or according to its width? One 
of the Sages, and Rabbi Ya’akov was his name, said to them: 
It was explained to me personally by Rabbi Yohanan himself: 
The pulling of a yoke is according to its width, which is a 
handbreadth."* 


The Gemara poses a question: And since he stated a fixed mea- 
surement, let him merely state: A handbreadth. Why was it 
necessary to add that this is the width of a yoke? The Gemara 
answers: This teaches us that the measure of a yoke along its 
width is a handbreadth. What difference is there in knowing 
this fact? This teaches that in the case of commercial trans- 
actions, a buyer may retract his purchase if the yoke he was given 
is less than a handbreadth wide. 


HALAKHA 


Pulling of a yoke - biy n>wn: All types of labor disqualify disqualifying even if no labor was performed but the yoke was 
an animal from being the heifer whose neck is broken, similar merely pulled a handbreadth (Rambam Sefer Nezikim, Hilkhot 
to the halakha concerning the red heifer. The specification of | Rotzeah UShmirat HaNefesh 10:3). 

an animal “that has not pulled a yoke” teaches that a yoke is 


BACKGROUND 


Handbreadth — maw: A handbreadth is one of the measures modern halakhic opinions, the length of a handbreadth is 
of length frequently used in the Talmud. According to some 9.6 cm, and according to others it is 8 cm. 
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NOTES 

That did not produce fruit - niva nwy sow: The Mahar- 
sha writes, based on the Rambam, that an important 
aspect of the ritual of the breaking of the heifer’s neck is 
the stimulation of public interest, as their involvement 
may lead to the discovery of the killer. Therefore, a young 
heifer is brought, in order to arouse the emotions of the 
observers. 


Perek IX 
Daf 46 Amudb 


NOTES 

Eitan means old — 7 ximo y: According to Rashi, 
this means that they should not perform the ritual at a 
place whose earth has been brought from elsewhere, 
but at a place that has had the same soil from time 
immemorial. Others, perhaps the Rambam among them, 
explain that it means that the route in which the stream 
flows has been consistent over time. The Jerusalem 
Talmud states that the requirement of a hard stream is 
a halakhic preference but it is not indispensable. If the 
valley or stream is not hard, or even if there is no valley 
or stream at all, the ritual may be performed in any hard 
place (see Meiri). 


Nor sown - Y% xd): The Sefer HaHinnukh writes that 
the place is left unsown in order that the murder not be 
forgotten in the generations to come. 


BACKGROUND 

The bird brought as a sin-offering — iva nxvn: A 
bird is brought as a sin-offering in several situations. 
For example, it is brought by a woman who has given 
birth and by poor people in the case of a sliding-scale 
offering. When a bird is sacrificed as a sin-offering it is 
accompanied by a bird sacrificed as a burnt-offering. The 
bird sacrificed as a sin-offering is killed by the priest with 
his fingernail in a process called melika, or pinching. 
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Rabbi Yohanan ben Shaul says: For what reason did the Torah 
say to bring a heifer whose neck is broken to a stream? The 
Holy One, Blessed be He, said: Let something that did not 
produce fruit," i.e. a heifer that has not given birth, come and 
have its neck be broken at a stream that flows forcefully, which is 
a place that does not produce fruit, and atone for the murder 
of one who was not given an opportunity to produce fruit. 
The Gemara asks: What is this fruit that he was not given an 
opportunity to produce? If we say it refers to being fruitful and 
multiplying, i.e., that the killer prevented him from having more 
children, but if that is so, in the case of an elderly person or a 
eunuch, so too will you say that we do not break the heifer’s neck 
because they could not have had any more children even had 
they lived? Rather, the fruit are mitzvot, as the killer deprived 
the victim of the opportunity to perform additional mitzvot. 


The mishna taught: And they bring it down to a stream that is 
eitan. Eitan in this context means as the word generally indicates, 
forceful. The Sages taught: From where is it derived that eitan 
is forceful? It is as it is stated: 


“Firm [eitan] is your dwelling-place, and your nest is set in the 

rock” (Numbers 24:21), and it states: “Hear, O you mountains, 
the Lord’s controversy, and the enduring rocks [eitanim], the 

foundations of the earth” (Micah 6:2). The use of the word in 

these verses indicates that “eitan” means something hard, like a 

rock or a mountain. Others say a different explanation of the 

word eitan: From where is it derived that eitan means old?" As 

itis stated: “It is an ancient [eitan] nation, a nation from of old” 
(Jeremiah 5:15). 


§ The mishna taught: And they break the neck [orfin] of the 
heifer from behind with a cleaver. The Gemara explains: What 
is the reason that the Sages understood that the heifer is killed in 
this manner? They derive that the term arifa, which describes 
what is done to the heifer, refers to breaking the back of the neck, 
from the term arifa stated with regard to the bird brought as a 
sin-offering (see Leviticus 5:8). 


§ The mishna taught further: And with regard to its place, it is 
prohibited for that ground to be sown or to be worked. The 
Sages taught: The verse: “Which may be neither worked nor 
sown” (Deuteronomy 21:4)" is referring to the past, that is, a 
place which has not previously been worked or sown. This is the 
statement of Rabbi Yoshiya. Rabbi Yonatan says: It speaks of 
the future, meaning it is prohibited to sow or work the land from 
that point onward. 


Rava said: As for the future, everyone agrees that it is prohibited 
to sow or work the land, as it is written “neither worked nor 
sown’ in the future tense. When they disagree is with regard to 
the past. Rabbi Yoshiya, who disqualifies a place that was sown 
beforehand, holds: Does it state: And shall not be worked, in 
the form of a future command? And Rabbi Yonatan responds: 
Does it state: And was not worked, in the past tense? And Rabbi 
Yoshiya answers: The term “which” indicates the past. And as 
for Rabbi Yonatan, in his opinion the term “which” is a term of 
amplification, as will be explained later in the Gemara, and it is 
not referring to the past. 
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§ The mishna taught: But it is permitted to comb flax there" 
or to cut stones there. The Sages taught: From the phrase 


“which may be neither worked nor sown,” I have derived 


only sowing; from where do I derive that other types of 
labor are also prohibited? The verse states: “Which may be 
neither worked,” indicating that it may not be worked in any 
manner. 


The baraita continues: If so, why does the verse also need to 
state “nor sown”? It is in order to say to you: Just as sowing 
is unique in that it is labor performed on the land itself, so 
too, all labor that is performed on the land itselfis prohibited. 
This excludes combing flax and cutting stones, which are 
not done on the land itself. 


The Gemara raises an objection: And perhaps one can say a 
different exposition: “Which may be neither worked” is a 
generalization, and “nor sown” a detail. When the Torah 
writes a generalization and a detail, there is nothing in the 
generalization other than what is in the detail, i.e., the detail 
serves to impose a limit on the generalization. Consequently, 
the verse is teaching that with regard to sowing, yes, it is 
prohibited, but with regard to anything else, no, it is not 
prohibited. The Gemara again answers: The term “which” is 
an amplification, and the addition of this term results in this 
verse not belonging to the category of generalizations and 
details. 


§ The mishna taught that the Elders of the city would then 
wash their hands." The Sages taught: With regard to the 
verse: “And all the Elders of that city, who are nearest to the 
slain man, shall wash their hands over the heifer whose 
neck was broken in the valley” (Deuteronomy 21:6), one 
might have thought that there is no need for the verse to state: 
“Whose neck was broken,” because there is no heifer men- 
tioned other than the one whose neck was broken. And what 
is the meaning when the verse states: “Whose neck was 
broken”? It serves to teach us that they wash their hands over 
the place where the heifer’s neck was broken. 


The verse further states: “And they shall say: Our hands did 
not spill this blood, nor did our eyes see” (Deuteronomy 
21:7). The mishna explains: But did it enter our minds that 
the Elders of the court are spillers of blood, that they must 
make such a declaration? Rather, they mean to declare: The 
victim did not come to us and then we let him take his 
leave without food," and we did not see him and then 
leave him alone to depart without accompaniment. They 
therefore attest that they took care of all his needs and are 
not responsible for his death even indirectly. 


Wash their hands — }g” 1? pms: This is to signify that their hands 
are clean of any taint of the victim's blood (/yyun Ya'akov). 


And we let him take his leave without food — xba ym 
Nisiva: A different explanation of the mishna is stated in the 
Jerusalem Talmud, that the Sages of Eretz Yisrael hold that the 
Elders are referring to the killer rather than to the victim. In other 


NOTES 
words, they did not knowingly allow the killer to escape; rather, 
they were unaware of his identity. This explanation is supported 
by a variant text of the mishna that reads: And we did not let 
him take his leave, and did not leave him. It does not include the 
phrases: Without food, or: Without accompaniment. It is written 
in the Jerusalem Talmud that these phrases are a later addition 
and not part of the text of the mishna. 


HALAKHA 

But it is permitted to comb...there, etc. - pinoy 370) 
"21 OW: It is permanently prohibited to sow or work the 
land on which the heifer’s neck was broken. This ruling 
is accordance with Rabbi Yonatan, as the unattributed 
mishna follows his opinion. Anyone who works the land 
itself, e.g., by plowing, sowing, or planting, is liable to 
receive lashes. However, it is permitted to comb flax or to 
cut stones there, as all work that does not involve the land 
itself is permitted (Rambam Sefer Nezikim, Hilkhot Rotze‘ah 
UShmirat HaNefesh 10:9). 
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HALAKHA 
There is coercion with regard to accompaniment — pia 


abd: Just as the courts would compel the giving of char- 


ity they would enforce the duty of accompaniment, by 
appointing messengers to accompany those traveling from 
place to place. If the appointed messengers neglected their 
duty, they are considered like spillers of blood (Rambam 
Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Evel 14:3). 


NOTES 


One who accompanies by foot, etc. - md mwiyw n 
^D) vona: The Maharsha explains that although one who 
provides verbal directions does assist the other, this does 
not guarantee that he will not get lost. By contrast, one 
who accompanies him by foot will lead him far enough to 
prevent him from going astray. 
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It is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Meir would say: There is coer- 
cion with regard to accompaniment," i.e., one who does not 
want to accompany another is nevertheless required to do so, 
as the reward for accompaniment is without measure. The 
proof of the importance of accompaniment is from a verse, as 
it is stated with regard to when the Jewish people laid siege to 
the city of Bethel: “And the watchers saw a man come out of 
the city, and they said to him: Show us, please, the entrance 
into the city, and we will deal kindly with you” (Judges 1:24), 
and it is written: “And he showed them the entrance to the 
city” (Judges 1:25). And what kindness did they perform with 
him? It is that they killed the entire city by the sword, but 
that man and his family they sent free. 


The Gemara elaborates on the reward received in that story. The 
next verse states: “And the man went to the land of the Hittites, 
and he built a city, and he called its name Luz; that is its name 
to this day” (Judges 1:26). It is taught in a baraita: This is the 
city Luz where sky blue wool is dyed. It is the same city Luz 
where, although Sennacherib came and exiled many nations 
from place to place, he did not disarrange and exile its inhabit- 
ants; Nebuchadnezzar, who conquered many lands, did not 
destroy it; and even the angel of death has no permission to 
pass through it. Rather, its Elders, when they have decided 
that they have reached the end of life, go outside the city wall 
and die. 


Are these matters not inferred a fortiori: And if this Canaanite, 
who did not speak with his mouth and explicitly tell them 
where the city entrance was, and did not walk with them by 
foot, but merely indicated the correct path to them, neverthe- 
less caused himself to be rescued and also had the merit to 
provide rescue for his descendants until the end of all genera- 
tions, then with regard to one who accompanies another by 
foot," all the more so will his reward be great. 


After stating that the man did not openly guide those watching 
the city, the Gemara asks: How did that Canaanite show them 
the entrance to the city? Hizkiyya says: He twisted his mouth 
for them, i.e., he showed them the path to the city by moving 
his lips. Rabbi Yohanan says: He showed them with his finger 
alone. It is taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yohanan: Because this Canaanite showed them with 
his finger, he caused himself to be rescued and merited rescue 
for his descendants as well, until the end of all generations. 


Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi says: One who walks along the way 
without having someone to accompany him should occupy 
himself with words of Torah, as it is stated with regard to 
words of Torah: “For they shall be a chaplet of grace to your 
head, and chains around your neck” (Proverbs 1:9). And 
Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi further says: Due to four steps" 
that Pharaoh accompanied Abraham, as it is stated: “And 
Pharaoh gave men charge concerning him, and they brought 
him on the way, and his wife, and all that he had” (Genesis 
12:20), Pharaoh enslaved Abraham’s descendants for four 
hundred years, as it is stated: “And shall serve them, and they 
shall afflict them four hundred years” (Genesis 15:13). Rav 
Yehuda says that Rav says: Anyone who accompanies his 
friend four cubits in a city will come to no harm by accompa- 
nying him. The Gemara relates: Ravina accompanied Rava bar 
Yitzhak four cubits in a city. He came close to harm, but he 
was saved. 


Due to four steps — niyps TYIN Yawa: The idea is not that 
these four steps caused the slavery, as Abraham was not liable to 
punishment for being accompanied. The decree of slavery was 
said to Abraham at the Covenant between the Pieces because 


NOTES 
he questioned God with regard to inheriting Eretz Yisrael. It was 
not said then which nation would enslave Abraham's descen- 
dants. Through his actions, Pharaoh earned the right to be the 
one to rule over them (Maharsha). 
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The Sages taught: A teacher accompanies a student" until the 
outskirts of the city; a friend accompanies a friend until the 
Shabbat boundary of that city, which is two thousand cubits; 
and for a student who accompanies his teacher, there is no 
measure to the distance he accompanies him. The Gemara 
asks: And how far?" The student is certainly not required 
to walk with him the entire way. Rav Sheshet says: Up to a 
parasang [parsa],° which is four mil. The Gemara comments: 
And we said this amount only with regard to one who is not 
his most significant teacher, but he accompanies his most 
significant teacher, who taught him most of his knowledge, 
three parasangs. 


The Gemara relates a story about accompaniment: Rav Kahana 
accompanied Rav Shimi bar Ashi from the town of Pum 
Nahara to the palm grove in Babylonia.' When they arrived 
there, Rav Kahana said to Rav Shimi bar Ashi: Is it true that 
you say that these palm trees of Babylonia have been in this 
place since the years of Adam the first man? 


Rav Shimi bar Ashi said to him: By mentioning Adam the first 
man you reminded me of something that Rabbi Yosei, son 
of Rabbi Hanina, says: What is the meaning of that which is 
written: “Through a land that no man passed through, and 
where no person [adam] dwelt”? (Jeremiah 2:6). This verse 
is difficult: Since it is aland through which no man has passed, 
where would he dwell? And if he did not dwell, where did 
he pass? Why does the verse add that no person has dwelled 
there? Rather, this is the meaning: Any land concerning which 
Adam the first man decreed" that it would be a settled area, 
was settled; but a land concerning which Adam the first man 
did not decree that it should be settled, was not settled. 


The Gemara also relates that Rav Mordekhai accompanied 
Rav Ashi from the town of Hagronya until Bei Keifei, and 
some say that he accompanied him until Bei Dura. 


The Gemara continues to discuss the importance of accompa- 
niment. Rabbi Yohanan says in the name of Rabbi Meir: 

Whoever does not accompany another or will not allow 
himself to be accompanied is like a spiller of blood and is 

held responsible for any deaths that occur as a result of his 

inaction. The proof for this is that had the inhabitants of 
Jericho accompanied Elisha, he would not have incited the 

bears to attack the children, as it is stated: “And he went up 

from there to Bethel, and as he was going up by the way, 
there came forth young lads out of the city and mocked 

him, and said to him: Go up, baldhead; go up, baldhead” 
(11 Kings 2:23). Had the residents of Jericho accompanied him, 
they would have sent away those youths and prevented what 

occurred next. 


The Gemara proceeds to discuss this episode in detail, begin- 
ning with the meaning of the youths’ taunt. They said to him: 

Go up, away from here, for you have made the place bald, 
i.e., bare, for us. They had previously earned their living by 
providing the city of Jericho with water. Elisha sweetened the 

city’s own water, rendering their services unnecessary. The 

Gemara asks: What is the meaning of: “Young lads [nearim 

ketannim]”? One would have expected the verse to state 

either “young” or “lads,” but not both. Rabbi Elazar says: The 

word “lads [nearim]” means that they were shaken empty 
[menoarim] of the mitzvot; the word “young [ketannim]” 
means that they were of little faith [ketannei amana], as they 
had no trust that they would be able to earn their livelihood 

by any other means. The Sages taught: They were lads, that 

is, already of age, but they disgraced themselves like young 

children. 


HALAKHA =—W¥—__——— 
A teacher accompanies a student, etc. - 13) sinh av: 
A teacher is obligated to accompany his student until the 
outskirts of the city. A friend is accompanied to the Shabbat 
boundary of the city. A student accompanies his teacher 
for the distance of a parasang, or three parasangs in the 
case of his most significant teacher. The Likkutei Halakhot 
comments that the custom nowadays is to accompany 
guests a minimum of four cubits, as the assumption is that 
the visitor relinquishes his right to the strict requirement of 
accompaniment (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Evel 14:3). 


NOTES =£————————_- 
There is no measure, and how far - 7723). b prs: This 
is puzzling, as if there is no measure, how can the Gemara 
inquire into how much it is? One suggestion is that the 
phrase: No measure, means no upper limit, i.e., he may 
accompany him as far as he wishes; there is, however, a 
minimum requirement of a parasang (Eshel Avraham). Oth- 
ers explain that when the Gemara states that the student's 
accompaniment has no measure, this means that there is 
no measure within the Shabbat boundaries of the city and 
one accompanies his teacher out of the city. The Gemara 
then questions how far out of the city he accompanies him 
and answers that he accompanies him to the distance of 
a parasang beyond the city’s borders (Shevut Yaakov; see 
Meromei Sadeh). 


Any land...decreed, etc. — 131 waw YAK: Rav Shimi bar 
Ashi’s explanation was therefore that when Rabbi Yosei said 
that those dates are from the time of Adam the first man, 
this was not to be taken literally. Rather, it meant that the 
place was designated for palm trees since the days of Adam 
the first man. 


BACKGROUND 


Parasang - 799: One parasang is equal to four mil. This 
equals 3.86 km according to Rav Hayyim Na'e and 4.63 km 
according to the Hazon Ish. 


LANGUAGE 
Palm grove [bei tzinita] in Babylonia - bast xOppy 1a: The 
word tzinita, in its various forms, can also be found in the 
Mishna. It is the name of a particular subspecies of palm tree. 
Here, it refers to a large forest of date-palms that grew near 
the ancient city of Babylonia. 
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BACKGROUND 
Ne’oran - nin: Also known today as Na'aran, this was a 
small city located near Jericho. In talmudic times, it was 
inhabited entirely by Jews, in contrast to Jericho, which 
had a mixed population. This city is now in ruins, though 
there are the remains of a beautiful synagogue there. 


Plaited locks — miha: Many explanations have been 
suggested for the source of this term, mostly from Latin 
or Greek, yet none is entirely convincing. This hairstyle 
involved letting the hair on the sides and back of the head 
grow while tying and braiding them in different ways. The 
hair was later shaved in an idolatrous ritual. 


NOTES 


Literally saw - Wan myy: The Maharsha explains that 
the problem with a literal reading of this verse is that 


cursing a Jew is prohibited by Torah law. For this reason, 


Rav stated that Elisha did not explicitly curse them but 
placed his eyes upon them, which was enough to cause 
them harm. 


Perek IX 
Daf47 Amuda 


NOTES 


Are frightened — *myat: Rashi explains that had there 
been no forest the bears would have been too frightened 
to attack the youths. The Maharsha, however, maintains 
that since the appearance of the bears was miraculous, 
ordinary animal behavior is irrelevant. Instead, he explains 
that if the bears would have attacked in the open, the lads 
would have seen them, become frightened, and ran away. 
The forest was therefore necessary to prevent them from 
observing the bears’ approach. 
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Rav Yosef objects to this interpretation: And perhaps they 
were called nearim after their place of origin? Isn’t it written: 
“And the Arameans had gone out in bands, and had brought 
away captive from Eretz Yisrael a minor young woman [na‘ara 
ketana]” (11 Kings 5:2), and this verse raised a difficulty to us: A 
minor and a young woman; how could she be both of these? 
And Rabbi Pedat says it means a minor girl from the town of 
Ne’oran.® This verse concerning the lads can be explained in a 
similar manner: They were young children from Ne’oran. The 
Gemara answers: These two cases are not comparable. There 
the verse does not specify her place of origin, so “nara” could 
mean from the town of Ne’oran; but here the verse specifies their 
place of origin, namely Jericho. 


The verse further states with regard to the same incident: “And 
he turned behind him and saw them, and he cursed them 
in the name of the Lord” (11 Kings 2:24). The Gemara asks: 
What did he see? There are four explanations offered. Rav 
says: He literally saw," i.e., he stared and bored his eyes into 
them, as it is taught in a baraita: Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel 
says: Wherever it states that the Sages placed their eyes upon 
a certain person, they brought upon that person either death 
or poverty. And Shmuel says: He saw their essential nature, 
that all their mothers became pregnant with them on Yom 
Kippur, when conjugal relations are forbidden. 


And Rabbi Yitzhak Nappaha says: He saw that they had plaited 
locks? grown on the back of their heads like the gentiles. And 
Rabbi Yohanan says: He saw that they did not contain even a 
smidgen of a mitzva. The Gemara raises an objection to this 
last interpretation of Rabbi Yohanan: But how could he curse 
them just because they did not have any mitzvot? Perhaps their 
descendants would have many mitzvot. Rabbi Elazar says: He 
saw that mitzvot would be found neither in them nor in their 
descendants, through all generations. 


The verse states: “And two she-bears came out of the forest and 
tore forty-two children from them” (11 Kings 2:24). 


Rav and Shmuel had a dispute with regard to this episode. One 
says there was a miracle, and one says there was a miracle 
within a miracle. The Gemara explains: The one who says there 
was a miracle claims that there was already a forest in that place 
but there were no bears, and the miracle was the appearance of 
bears. The one who says it was a miracle within a miracle claims 
that neither was there a forest nor were there bears in that area. 
The Gemara asks with regard to the second opinion: Why was a 
double miracle required? And let there be bears and no forest; 
the forest served no role in the story, so why was it created? The 
Gemara explains: The forest was necessary, as bears are fright- 
ened" to venture into open areas but will attack people in their 
natural habitat, a forest. 


Are frightened — 


‘rpyat: Despite the fact that bears are large, 
strong animals that are quite capable of killing people, it is not 
common for bears, especially the species that were found in 
Eretz Yisrael, to attack human beings. Generally, when a bear 


BACKGROUND 


encounters a person it will turn aside and try to avoid confronta- 
tion. When a person enters the territory of the bear, especially 
the territory of a female bear protecting her young, the bear will 
overcome its fear of humans and will attack. 
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Rabbi Hanina says: Due to forty-two" offerings that Balak, 
king of Moab, brought when he tried to have Balaam curse 
the Jewish people, forty-two children were broken off from 
Israel, in that incident involving Elisha. The Gemara asks: Is 
that so? Was that the reward for his offerings? 


But didn’t Rav Yehuda say that Rav says: A person should 
always engage in Torah study and in performance of mitzvot, 
even if he does so not for their own sake, as through such 
acts performed not for their own sake, one will come to 
perform them for their own sake. He proves the value of a 
mitzva done not for its own sake: As in reward for the forty- 
two offerings that Balak, king of Moab, brought, he merited 
that Ruth descended from him, from whom King Solomon 
descended, about whom it is written that he brought many 
offerings: “A thousand burnt-offerings did Solomon offer 
up” (1 Kings 3:4). And Rabbi Yosei ben Honi similarly says: 
Ruth was the daughter of Eglon, son of Balak. These Sages 
state that Balak’s reward was to have Ruth descend from 
him, not that a number of Jewish people perish. The Gemara 
answers: His desire, in any event, was to curse the Jewish 
people, and his reward for sacrificing his offerings was that the 
curse was fulfilled in the incident involving Elisha, as well. 


The Gemara returns to discussing the incident involving Eli- 
sha: “And the men of the city said to Elisha: Behold, please, 
the situation of this city is pleasant, as my lord sees, but 
the water is bad and the land miscarries” (11 Kings 2:19). The 
Gemara asks: But if the water is bad and the land causes 
women to miscarry, what is pleasant about it? Rabbi Hanin 
says: The grace ofa place is upon its inhabitants, i.e., people 
are fond of their hometown despite its shortcomings. Rabbi 
Yohanan says: There are three graces that have a similar 
impact: The grace of a place upon its inhabitants; the grace 
of a woman upon her husband, despite her faults; and the 
grace of a purchased item upon its buyer, as one who has 
bought something views it in a positive light. 


§ The Sages taught: Elisha fell ill three times. One was a 
punishment for inciting the bears to attack the children; and 
one was a punishment for pushing Gehazi away with both 
hands, without leaving him the option to return; and one was 
the sickness from which he died, as an expression of illness 
is stated three times in the verse about Elisha: “And Elisha 
became sick [hala] with his illness [holyo] from which he 
would die” (11 Kings 13:14). The root het, lamed, heh, which 
indicates illness, is used twice in this verse, and it is stated once 
that Elisha will die. 


The Sages taught: It should always be the left, weaker, hand 
that pushes another away and the right, stronger, hand that 
draws him near. In other words, even when a student is 
rebuffed, he should be given the opportunity to return. This 
is not like Elisha, who pushed Gehazi away with both hands, 
and not like Yehoshua ben Perahya, who pushed Jesus the 
Nazarene, one of his students, away with both hands. 


The Gemara specifies: What was that incident with Elisha? As 

it is written: “And Naaman said: Pray, take talents” (11 Kings 
5:23). Naaman offered Gehazi payment for the help Elisha 
had given him, and when the verse recounts Elisha’s words to 
Gehazi, it is written: “And he said to him: Did not my heart 
go, when the man turned back from his chariot to meet 
you? Is it a time to take money, and to take garments, and 
olives, and vineyards, and sheep, and oxen, and servants, 
and maidservants?” (11 Kings 5:26). Here Elisha criticizes 
Gehazi for taking the payment. 


NOTES =———————_- 
Due to forty-two, etc. — 131 D301 DY IIX awa: Balak’s aim 
in bringing those offerings was to curse Israel and decrease 


their population, and this occurred with the death of those 
children (Maharsha). 


MATV pi: SOTA:PEREKIX:47A 295 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


BACKGROUND 

The eight creeping animals — ow Aya: These 
are eight creeping animals, small mammals and 
lizards, whose carcasses impart ritual impurity 
upon contact (Leviticus 11:29-30). As there is no 
clear oral tradition with regard to the identity of 
these animals, determination of their identity 
involves educated conjecture. Even commonly 
accepted identifications, such as the dab lizard 
[tzav] and the mouse [akhbar], are subject to 
debate, and the Talmud's description of these 
animals is insufficient to provide definitive 
identifications. 


Magnetic rock - naxiw jax: People were already 
aware in ancient times that certain compounds, 
such as iron oxide, attract chunks of iron. The use 
of ruses such as this to purport to demonstrate 
the power of idols was common in that time and 
in the Near East, especially in Egypt. 


King Yannai was killing the Sages — xp bop x? 
pat xn: King Yannai, who tended, as did his 
father, toward the camp of the Sadducees, had an 

open break with the Sages after his defeat in the 
battle with the Nabateans. According to Josephus 
(Antiquities of the Jews, book 13), the split was 
deepened after he refused to perform the ritual 

of the water libation in the Temple. He was then 

pelted with etrogim from the crowd that was pres- 
ent there, and he had his army kill those who were 
in the Temple. This led to a civil war, lasting several 

years. After Yannai was victorious in this war, he 

killed many of his opponents, including many 
of the leaders of the Pharisees. Several of those 

leaders, Rabbi Yehoshua ben Perahya among 

them, escaped to outside Eretz Yisrael, while oth- 
ers, among them Rabbi Shimon ben Shatah, hid 

within Eretz Yisrael. Although there was a period 

of calm in the later years of Yannai’s reign, it seems 

that only after his death, when control had passed 

into the hands of the Pharisees, did all of the Sages 

return to Eretz Yisrael. 


= 


= 


Alexandria of Egypt - D'y% by xen: Since 
there were many cities in Asia and Africa that were 
called Alexandria, the Gemara specified that this 
refers to the Alexandria in Egypt. There was a large 
and important Jewish community in Alexandria 
for many generations, and its central synagogue 
was famous for its tremendous size. Many of the 
great Sages visited there and discussed many 
issues that arose in connection with that commu- 
nity. This community was apparently destroyed in 
he cruel crushing of the Jewish rebellion in the 
years 66 and 115 CE. 


Jesus the Nazarene — *7¥i37 Ww»: Many scholars, 
first and foremost several of the Tosafists, have 
pointed out that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Perahya 
and Yannai lived, at the latest, around the year 
76 BCE. This means that it is impossible that the 
Jesus referred to in the story was the founder of 
Christianity. He must have been a different person 
with the same name. It may be that the other 
almudic references to Jesus are to this person, or 
it may be that some of those references are to the 
ounder of Christianity. 
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The Gemara clarifies the criticism: And did he take all that? But it 

was only money and garments that he took. Rabbi Yitzhak says: 

At that time, Elisha was engaged in the study of the topic of the 

eight impure creeping animals.” He said to Gehazi: Wicked one, 
it is time for you to receive now, in this temporal world, the reward 

for studying the topic of the eight impure creeping animals. This 

is why the verse lists eight items. The Gemara adds parenthetically 

that Elisha also said to Gehazi: “And the leprosy of Naaman shall 

cleave to you and to your descendants forever” (11 Kings 5:27), 
and that the verse later states: “Now there were four leprous men” 
(u Kings 7:3), about whom Rabbi Yohanan says: This is referring 

to Gehazi and his three sons. 


The verse states: “And Elisha came to Damascus” (11 Kings 8:7). 
The Gemara asks: For what purpose did he go there? Rabbi 
Yohanan says: He went to help Gehazi in repentance, but Gehazi 
would not agree to repent from his evil ways. Elisha said to him: 
Return from your sins. Gehazi said to him: This is the tradition 
that I received from you: Whoever sins and caused the masses to 
sin is not given the opportunity to repent. 


The Gemara asks: What did Gehazi do that caused the masses to 
sin? There are those who say that he hung a magnetic rock’ on 
Jeroboam’s calf, the golden calf that Jeroboam established as an 
idol, and used a magnet to pull the calf off the ground so that he 
suspended it between heaven and earth, i.e., caused it to hover 
above the ground. This seemingly miraculous occurrence caused 
the people to worship it even more devoutly. And there are those 
who say: He engraved the sacred name on its mouth, and it would 
say: “I am the Lord your God” and: “You shall not have other gods” 
(Exodus 20:2). The idol would quote the two prohibitions from 
the Ten Commandments against idol worship, causing people to 
worship it even more devoutly. 


And there are those who say: Gehazi pushed the Sages away from 
coming before him, preventing them learning from Elisha, as it 
is written, after the aforementioned incident: “And the sons of 
the prophets said to Elisha, behold this place where we are stay- 
ing before you is too cramped for us” (11 Kings 6:1). This proves 
by inference that until that time the place was not cramped, as 
Gehazi would turn people away. 


The Gemara returns to the incident in which Yehoshua ben Perahya 
turned away Jesus the Nazarene: What is this incident? When King 
Yannai was killing the Sages,” Shimon ben Shatah was hidden by 
his sister, Yannai’s wife, while Rabbi Yehoshua ben Perahya went 
and fled to Alexandria of Egypt.” When peace was made between 
Yannai and the Sages, Shimon ben Shatah sent him the following 
letter: From myself, Jerusalem the holy city, to you, Alexandria 
of Egypt. My sister, my husband dwells within you, and I am 
sitting desolate. Rabbi Yehoshua ben Perahya said: I can learn 
from it that there is peace, and I can return. 


When he came back to Eretz Yisrael, Rabbi Yehoshua arrived at 
a certain inn. The innkeeper stood before him, honoring him 
considerably, and overall they accorded him great honor. Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Perahya then sat and was praising them by saying: 
How beautiful is this inn. Jesus the Nazarene,’ one of his students, 
said to him: My teacher, but the eyes of the innkeeper’s wife 
are narrow [terutot].' Rabbi Yehoshua ben Perahya said to him: 
Wicked one, is this what you are engaged in, gazing at women? He 
brought out four hundred shofarot and excommunicated him. 
Every day Jesus would come before him, but he would not accept 
his wish to return. 


LANGUAGE 


Narrow [terutot] 


-= niv: It may be that the source of this word is 
from the Greek &npoc, déros, which means long or excessively long. 


corners, smooth, or polished. In this context, it seems to mean that 
her eyes were extremely narrow. 


It may also be from the Latin teretis, which means with rounded 
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One day, Rabbi Yehoshua ben Perahya was reciting Shema when 
Jesus came before him. He intended to accept him on this occa- 
sion, so he signaled to him with his hand to wait. Jesus thought 
he was rejecting him entirely. He therefore went and stood up a 

brick® and worshipped it as an idol. Rabbi Yehoshua ben Perahya 

said to him: Return from your sins. Jesus said to him: This is the 

tradition that I received from you: Anyone who sins and causes 

the masses to sin is not given the opportunity to repent. The 

Gemara explains how he caused the masses to sin: For the Master 
said: Jesus the Nazarene performed sorcery, and he incited the 

masses, and subverted the masses, and caused the Jewish people 

to sin. 


It is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says: With 
regard to the evil inclination, to a child, and to a woman," the left 
hand should reject" and the right hand should welcome. If one 
pushes too forcefully, the damage might be irreversible. 


MI S HNA If the killer is found" before the heifer’s 


neck was broken, the heifer shall go out 
and graze among the herd." It is not considered sacred at all, and 
it may rejoin the other animals. If the killer is found from the time 
when the heifer’s neck was broken, even if the rest of the ritual has 
not yet been performed, it is prohibited to benefit from the animal, 
despite the killer having been found; it should be buried in its 
place. This is because the heifer initially came for uncertainty, as 
the killer was unknown, and it atoned for its uncertainty and left, 
i.e. it fulfilled its purpose of bringing atonement and is considered 
a heifer whose neck is broken in all regards. If the heifer’s neck was 
broken and afterward the killer was found, he is killed. The ritual 
does not atone for him. 


If one witness says: I saw" the killer," and one other witness 
says: You did not see him; or if a woman says: I saw, and another 
woman says: You did not see, they would break the neck of the 
heifer, as without clear testimony about the identity of the killer 
the ritual is performed. Similarly, if one witness says: I saw the 
killer, and two witnesses say: You did not see," they would break 
the neck of the heifer, as the pair is relied upon. If two witnesses 
say: We saw" the killer, and one witness says to them: You did not 
see, they would not break the neck of the heifer, as there are two 
witnesses to the identity of the killer. 


The mishna further states: From the time when murderers 
proliferated," the ritual of the heifer whose neck is broken was 
nullified. The ritual was performed only when the identity of the 
murderer was completely unknown. Once there were many known 
murderers, the conditions for the performance of the ritual were 
no longer present, as the probable identity of the murderer was 
known. From the time when Eliezer ben Dinai,” who was also 
called Tehina ben Perisha, came, they renamed him: Son of a 
murderer. This is an example of a publicly known murderer. 


If the killer is found — x14 s¥ra2: If the killer is found before 
the heifer's neck is broken, it goes out to graze with the rest of 
the herd. If he is found after the breaking of the neck, the animal 


HALAKHA 


to him: You did not see him, they would break the neck of 
the heifer (Rambam Sefer Nezikim, Hilkhot Rotze‘ah UShmirat 
HaNefesh 9:14). 


is buried where it is, as it was brought only due to uncertainty 


in the first place. The killer is executed even if he is found after 
the heifer’s neck was broken (Rambam Sefer Nezikim, Hilkhot 


Rotze'ah UShmirat HaNefesh 10:8). 


One witness says: | saw, etc. — 1D1 PXI Wit INK TY: In a 
case where one witness said: | saw the killer, while another 
witness contradicts his claim, saying: You did not see him, if the 
two witnesses came to the court together, the ritual would be 
performed (Rambam Sefer Nezikim, Hilkhot Rotze'ah UShmirat 


HaNefesh 9:13). 


And two say: You did not see — PXI x DNN Dw»: If one 
witness came and said: | saw the killer, and two others said 


And two say: We saw, etc. — 131197 PİN DW: If two 
witnesses said: We saw the killer, and one other witness 
said: You did not see him, they would not break the neck of 
the heifer (Rambam Sefer Nezikim, Hilkhot Rotze'ah UShmirat 
HaNefesh 9:14). 


From the time when murderers proliferated — panyiva 1a wn: 

Once murderers openly proliferated, the ritual of the heifer 
whose neck is broken was nullified, as the court would not 
perform the ritual if anyone saw the killer, and it is assumed 
that someone must have witnessed him (Rambam Sefer Nezikim, 
Hilkhot Rotze‘ah UShmirat HaNefesh 9:12). 


BACKGROUND 
Stood up a brick - xm) Apt: It is not known if this was 
a common form of idol worship, or if he, in anger, simply 
picked up an item at hand. There are bricks that have been 
found with the image of idols carved into them, and per- 
haps in this incident he took a brick that had the image of 
an idol on it. 


NOTES 

Evil inclination, a child, and a woman - mgY) piv AY: 
Most understand the term evil inclination to be referring 
to sexual desire. The geonim explain that if one attempts 
to repress his sexual desire entirely, he will be unable to 
sustain this in the long term and will end up transgressing 
actual prohibitions. The Meiri similarly writes that a person 
cannot maintain the sublimation of his sexual desire, as it 
is an essential part of human nature. Others state that a 
person should not suppress sexual desire completely, as it 
is necessary to populate the world (see Rashi). 


The left should reject, etc. — 131 ANI7 bxaw: The infer- 
ence is that one should use the weaker hand for rejecting, 
indicating that it should not be done with full force (see 
lyyun Ya'akov). 


Shall go out and graze among the herd - mym K¥n 
‘viva: Rashi writes, based on Karetot 25a, that the tanna of 
this mishna disagrees with the opinion that it is prohibited 
to benefit from a heifer whose neck is broken from the 
time it is brought down to the valley, even before being 
killed, and that is why it may rejoin the flock. The Jerusalem 
Talmud, however, states the reverse, that this mishna offers 
support for the opinion that the heifer is forbidden while 
it is yet alive, as the term: Shall go out, indicates that it was 
previously sacred and now goes back to its previous, non- 
sacred status. The Rambam cites both rulings as halakha: 
It is prohibited to benefit from the heifer once it enters the 
valley and it may go out to graze. 


| saw the killer — 37177 ny wy: The wording of the 
mishna indicates that the ritual is not performed if a wit- 
ness merely saw the killer, even if he does not know who 
he is. However, it is stated in the Jerusalem Talmud that 
the witness must be aware of the identity of the killer, and 
Tosefot HaRosh explains similarly. 


Tehina ben Perisha, etc. — 13110915 Ja TYTN: Tosefot Yom 
Tov expresses puzzlement at this, as it is unclear from the 
mishna why this man was given two names. He therefore 
prefers a version of the text according to which the mishna 
discusses two people, Eliezer ben Dinai and someone else 
named Tehina ben Perisha, the latter of which was later 
called son of a murderer. Other commentaries explain 
that he was first called ben Dinai because he would sue 
[mitdayen] and fight people, and later he was given the 
nickname of ben Perisha, as he was separated [parush] and 
estranged from human society. When his behavior dete- 
riorated further, they simply called him: Son of a murderer 
(Tiferet Yisrael). Alternatively, he was initially dubbed Tehina 
ben Perisha because he acted for the sake of Heaven, as 
tehina means supplication and perishut means asceticism, 
but when he became corrupt they called him son of a 
murderer (Ben Yehoyada). 


PERSONALITIES 

Ben Dinai - K» 12: Ben Dinai, or ben Dunai, is also 
mentioned as a famous murderer in tractate Ketubot. He 
is also mentioned by his contemporary, Josephus Flavius, 
who tells that ben Dinai led a band of armed robbers and 
murderers in the Galilee for twenty years, until the Romans, 
using subterfuge, captured him and brought him to judg- 
ment in Rome. Although it is not explicitly stated, it seems, 
based on the context of Josephus’s writings, that ben Dinai 
was also active politically, a type of partisan leader who 
fought against the Roman rule. This would also explain why 
he was brought to Rome for judgment and not judged in 
Eretz Yisrael. 
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HALAKHA 

From the time when adulterers proliferated, 
etc. = 13) PIRVIT AW: Once adulterous men 
openly proliferated, the Sanhedrin nullified the rite 
of the bitter waters, in reliance upon the prophet’s 
words: “I will not punish your daughters when they 
commit harlotry, nor your daughters-in-law when 
they commit adultery.’ The Ramban writes that the 
waters would not be effective in testing a man’s wife 
even if his son or a member of his household was an 
adulterer (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:19). 


NOTES 
There is no cluster to eat — dion) iaw prs: In this 
verse, Micah laments that there are no more great 
people with whom he can associate, indicating that 
a great person is called a cluster. 


Perek IX 
Daf 47 Amud b 


NOTES 

Does not exempt him — inix nwis pgg: Why 
would one think the ritual of breaking the heifer's 
neck should exempt the murderer from punishment? 
One answer is that there are verses indicating that in 
the execution of a murderer there is also an element 
of bringing atonement for the land upon which the 
murder has taken place. It might be thought that the 
ritual of the breaking the heifer’s neck could obviate 
this need, and as for the punishment of the murderer, 
that could be left to the hand of God. The mishna 
needs to teach that this is not the case, and the court 
still needs to execute him (Devar Shaul). 


Even one at the end of the world - qipa tnx box 
obiya: Although the murderer cannot be convicted 
based on the testimony of a lone witness, the ritual 
of the heifer whose neck is broken is performed only 
if the murderer's identity is not known by anyone. 
The later commentaries discuss the issue of how the 
court would know that there is one witness at the 
end of the world, and whether the court can rely on 
mere rumor in this matter (Nahal Eitan). 


HALAKHA 


Consequently if it was known, etc. -^31 yT N71: If 
the identity of the murderer was known they would 
not break the heifer's neck (Rambam Sefer Nezikin, 
Hilkhot Rotze'ah UShmirat HaNefesh 9:11). 
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The mishna teaches a similar occurrence: From the time when 
adulterers proliferated," the performance of the ritual of the 
bitter waters was nullified; they would not administer the bitter 
waters to the sota. And it was Rabbi Yohanan ben Zakkai who 
nullified it, as itis stated: “I will not punish your daughters when 
they commit harlotry, nor your daughters-in-law when they com- 
mit adultery; for they consort with lewd women” (Hosea 4:14), 
meaning that when the husbands are adulterers, the wives are not 
punished for their own adultery. 


From the time when Yosei ben Yo’ezer of Tzereida and Yosei ben 
Yehuda of Jerusalem died, the clusters ceased, i.e., they were the 
last of the clusters, as explained in the Gemara, as it is stated: “There 
is no cluster to eat;" nor first-ripe fig that my soul desires” (Micah 
7:1). The mishna continues in the same vein: Yohanan the High 
Priest took away the declaration of the tithe. After his time, no 
one recited the passage about the elimination of tithes that had 
previously been said at the end of a three-year tithing cycle. He 
also nullified the actions of the awakeners and the strikers at 
the Temple. 


Until his days the hammer of smiths would strike in Jerusalem 
on the intermediate days of a Festival, but he banned the practice. 
And furthermore, in his days there was no need to inquire about 
doubtfully tithed produce [demai], as everyone was careful to tithe. 


G E M A RA The Sages taught: From where is it derived 

that if the heifer’s neck was broken and 
afterward the killer was found, then the breaking of the neck does 
not exempt him" from punishment? The verse states: “And the 
land shall not be atoned, for the blood that was spilled in it, but 
by the blood ofhe who spilled it” (Numbers 35:33). 


The mishna taught that if one witness says: I saw the killer, and 
another testifies: You did not see him, they would break the heifer’s 
neck. The Gemara infers: The reason they break the neck is because 
the second witness contradicts him, but if no one contradicts him, 
one witness is relied upon, and they do not break the heifer’s neck. 


From where are these matters derived? The Gemara answers that 

it is as the Sages taught in a baraita: It states with regard to the 

heifer whose neck is broken: “It is not known who has smitten him” 
(Deuteronomy 21:1). Consequently, if it was known" who smote 

him, even if it was only one person at the end of the world" who 

knew, they would not break the neck of the heifer. Rabbi Akiva 

says: From where is it derived that if the members of the Sanhedrin 

themselves saw one person kill someone, but they do not recog- 
nize him, then they would not break the neck of the heifer? The 

verse states: “Nor did our eyes see” (Deuteronomy 21:7), and did 

they not see? Seeing the murder alone obviates the need for the 

performance of the ritual. 


The Gemara poses a question: Now that you have said that in this 
case one witness is relied upon, if so, how is the other one able 
to contradict him? Didn’t Ulla say: Wherever the Torah relies 
on one witness, there is the equivalent of the testimony of two 
witnesses here, and the statement of one witness has no standing 
in a place where it is contradicted by two witnesses. The Gemara 
answers: Ulla could have said to you that the text of the mishna 
should be emended and teach the mishna in this way: They would 
not break the neck of the heifer. And Rabbi Yitzhak also said to 
teach: They would not break the neck. 
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And Rabbi Hiyya said that one should teach: They would break the 

neck. The Gemara asks: And according to Rabbi Hiyya, the above 

ruling of Ulla is difficult. The Gemara answers: This is not difficult, 
as here, in the mishna, the case is discussing when two witnesses 

came simultaneously,” and therefore both of their testimonies are 

rejected; whereas there, with regard to the statement of Ulla, it is 

referring to a case when they testified one after the other. Ulla rules 

that once the testimony of the first witness has been accepted the 

testimony of the second witness cannot nullify it. 


We learned in the mishna: If one witness says: I saw the killer, and 
two say: You did not see, they would break the neck. This cannot 
be stated just to teach us this halakha, as the fact that two witnesses 
override one witness is well known. The Gemara assumes that it is 
stated for the following inference: Therefore, if one testified, and the 
other one then testified, they would not break the neck. This appears 
to be a conclusive refutation of Rabbi Hiyya, who has the text of: 
They would break the neck. 


The Gemara answers: And according to your reasoning that the 
mishna states its cases in order to teach an inference, say the latter 
clause of the mishna: If two witnesses say: We saw, and one witness 
says: You did not see, they would not break the neck. The Gemara 
makes an inference from this clause: Therefore, if one came and then 
the other one came, i.e., they did not come simultaneously, they 
would break the neck. The two inferences from the different clauses 
of the mishna consequently contradict one another, and the mishna 
needs to be explained differently. 


Rather, the correct understanding is that the entire mishna is not 
dealing with valid witnesses and stating an obvious halakha in order 
to enable an inference, but instead it is dealing with people who are 
disqualified from bearing witness and is also teaching us a novel 
ruling. And the mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Nehemya, who says: Wherever the Torah relies on one witness, 
follow the majority of opinions. In other words, if the testimonies 
of two disqualified witnesses conflict, the court rules in accordance 
with the testimony provided by more witnesses, whether or not they 
are qualified to testify. And they established that with regard to the 
testimony of two women, who are usually disqualified from testifying, 
when they testify against one man, it should be like that of two 
men against one man, and the court will rule in accordance with 
the testimony of the two women. 


And there are those who say a different version of Rabbi Nehemya’s 

opinion: Anywhere that one valid witness came" at the outset, even 
one hundred women who later contradict him are considered like 

one witness, and do not override his testimony. And with what are 

we dealing here in the mishna? A case where a woman came at the 

outset," and testified that she saw the killer. Then two other women 
arrived to contradict her statement. And according to this interpreta- 
tion you must emend the statement of Rabbi Nehemya so that it 
reads like this: Rabbi Nehemya says: Wherever the Torah relies on 

one witness, follow the majority of opinions. And they established 

that two women" against one woman are like two men against one 

man. But two women in opposition to one man who is a valid wit- 
ness is like half of a pair of witnesses and half of a pair of witnesses, 
and the mishna did not address that case. 


HALAKHA 


HALAKHA 

Here, simultaneously — nn 34 x2: If one 
witness came and said: | saw the murderer, and 
another witness, who arrived together with the 
first, contradicts his claim and states: You did not 
see him, they would break the neck. If, however, 
the testimony of the first witness was accepted 
before the second one came and contradicted 
his claim, the court disregards the testimony of 
the second witness and they do not break the 
heifer’s neck, in accordance with the opinion 
of Ulla (Rambam Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Rotze‘ah 
UShmirat HaNefesh 9:13). 


Anywhere that one valid witness came, etc. — XNXTKI71 5> 
31 WS TN TY: If one witness came and said: | saw the mur- 
derer, and two women or other disqualified witnesses came 
and said: You did not see him, they do not break the heifer's 
neck (Rambam Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Rotze'ah UShmirat HaNefesh 
9:15). 


Where a woman came at the outset - KIPYA TON NINT: If 
a woman says: | saw the murderer, and another woman says: 
You did not see him, whether they came simultaneously or one 
after the other they would break the heifer’s neck. The Ra’avad 
maintains that the court follows the first witness in that case 
even if the others are disqualified male witnesses (Rambam 
Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Rotze‘ah UShmirat HaNefesh 9:14). 


They established that two women, etc. -= ^3) WWI AW Wy: 
If two women or two disqualified witnesses say: We saw the 
murderer, and one valid witness says: You did not see him, they 
would break the heifer’s neck. Even if one hundred disqualified 
witnesses were contradicted by a single valid witness, they are 
relied upon equally. The Ra'avad states that if the valid witness 
came before the court after the disqualified witnesses had 
testified, the court follows the majority opinion (Rambam Sefer 
Nezikin, Hilkhot Rotze‘ah UShmirat HaNefesh 9:16). 
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HALAKHA 

We follow the majority opinion - 317 1a whi 
mip: If three invalid witnesses came and said: We 
saw the murderer, and four other invalid witnesses 
stated that the first group did not see him, they 
break the heifers neck. The principle is that the 
court follows the majority opinion in a case of dis- 
qualified witnesses (Rambam Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot 
Rotze‘ah UShmirat HaNefesh 9:17). 
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The Gemara poses a question on these two interpretations of the 

mishna: And why do I need two cases in the mishna to teach the 

halakha that the majority opinion of those disqualified from bear- 
ing witness is followed? The Gemara explains: It is necessary, lest 

you say that when we follow the majority opinion" in the case of 
invalid witnesses, this is when it results in a decision to be stringent 

and require the performance of the ritual. But when it results in a 

decision to be lenient and say that the ritual is not required, we do 

not follow the majority opinion, and the performance of the ritual 

is required even if there is one witness saying that the killer was not 

seen. Therefore, the mishna teaches us that there is no difference in 

this regard, and the majority opinion is followed in any case. 


§ The mishna taught that from the time when murderers prolifer- 
ated, the ritual of the heifer whose neck is broken was nullified. The 
Sages taught: From the time when murderers proliferated, the 
ritual of the heifer whose neck is broken was nullified, because it 
comes only for a case involving uncertainty with regard to the 
identity of the murderer. Therefore, when there was an increase of 
murderers acting openly" so that their identities were known, the 
ritual of the heifer whose neck is broken was nullified. 


The mishna also taught that from the time when adulterers 
proliferated,’ the performance of the ritual of the bitter water of a 
sota was nullified. The Sages taught: It states: “And the man shall 
be cleared of transgression, and that woman shall bear her trans- 
gression” (Numbers 5:31), which indicates that when the man is 
clear of transgression the waters evaluate if his wife was unfaithful, 
but if the man is not clear of transgression the waters do not 
evaluate ifhis wife was unfaithful. And it states: “I will not punish 
your daughters when they commit harlotry, nor your daughters- 
in-law when they commit adultery; for they consort with lewd 
women, and they sacrifice with prostitutes; and the people that is 
without understanding is distraught” (Hosea 4:14). 


The Gemara clarifies: What is the purpose of the addition of: And 
it states? What is lacking in the exposition from the verse of the 
Torah? The Gemara explains: And if you would say that based 
on the verse: “And the man shall be cleared of transgression,” the 
halakha would be that with regard to his transgression, yes, it will 
cause the waters to be ineffective, but the transgression of his sons 
and daughters" does not impact the effectiveness, come and hear 
the verse: “I will not punish your daughters,’ i.e., I will not punish 
your wives, due to your daughters, “when they commit harlotry, 
nor your daughters-in-law when they commit adultery.” 


And if you would say: With regard to the transgression of adultery 
with a married woman, yes, it will cause the waters to be ineffective, 
but the transgression of one who engaged in sexual intercourse 
with an unmarried woman does not impact the effectiveness, come 
and hear the continuation of the verse: “For they consort with 
lewd women, and they sacrifice with prostitutes.” 


NOTES 


Murderers acting openly — "ha panysva: The reason for the ritual 
of the heifer whose neck is broken is in order to help discover the 
killer's identity, so that the court can then bring him to justice. 
The Gemara (Avoda Zara 8b) teaches that once murder became 
commonplace the courts no longer applied the death penalty. 
Therefore, the ritual was nullified, as it could no longer serve its 
purpose (Rashash). 


When adulterers proliferated, etc. — ^3) paian 129W: The Jeru- 
salem Talmud states that the verse “And the woman shall be a curse 
in the midst of her people” (Numbers 5:27) indicates that the sota 
ritual is performed only in a society where an act of adultery would 
be cause for the transgressor to be cursed by all. When adultery 
became commonplace and this objective was no longer achievable, 
the ritual was nullified. The Rambam follows the explanation of the 


Gemara here, which says that the increase of adulterers caused the 
bitter water of the sota frequently to be ineffective. Since this led 
people to doubt the power of the bitter water, Rabban Yohanan 
ben Zakkai relied on the words of the prophet Hosea and nullified 
the ritual. 


Of his sons and daughters, etc. — "131 #3971 mT: Why should 
the transgressions of the members of the household be reflec- 
tive of whether the head of the household has transgressed? 
The Meiri explains that if a person sees the members of his 
household acting improperly and fails to reprimand them, this 
raises suspicion that he too is lax with regard to the same trans- 
gression. The Tosefot HaRosh states that if he does not object, he 
is considered a partner to their deeds and is therefore a sinner 
himself. 
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The Gemara turns its attention to the end of the verse. What is the 

meaning of: “And the people that is without understanding is dis- 
traught”? Rabbi Elazar says: The prophet said to the Jewish people: 
If you are particular about yourselves, the water evaluates your 

wives; but if not, the water does not evaluate your wives. This would 

make people distraught, as they would not know how to overcome their 
suspicion if they are concerned that their wives have been unfaithful. 


§ The Gemara cites statements similar to those of the mishna. From 
the time when those who accept benefit" from others proliferated, 
the laws became twisted and deeds became corrupted, and there 
was no comfort in the world. From the time when those who look 
at the faces of the litigants in judgment, in order to rule based on 
the appearance of the litigants, proliferated, the fulfillment of the 
verse: “You shall not fear the face of any man” (Deuteronomy 1:17), 
ceased, and the fulfillment of the verse: “You shall not respect faces 
in judgment” (Deuteronomy 1:17), halted, and they removed the yoke 
of Heaven from themselves, and placed upon themselves the yoke of 
flesh and blood. 


From the time when those who whisper whisperings in judgment, 
advising judges surreptitiously, proliferated, fierce anger proliferated 
in Israel, and the Divine Presence departed, because it is stated: 
“God stands in the congregation of God; in the midst of the judges He 
judges” (Psalms 82:1). The Divine Presence that dwells among judges 
leaves if they judge improperly. From the time when those who are 
referred to in the verse: 
(Ezekiel 33:31), proliferated, “Those who say to evil good, and to good 
evil” (Isaiah 5:20) proliferated, i.e., those who treat wicked people as 
though they were righteous proliferated as a result. From the time 
when the fulfillment of the verse: “Those who say to evil good, and 
to good evil,” proliferated, the cry of: Woe, woe, proliferated in the 
world. There was an increase in troubles that cause people to cry out. 


From the time when those who show their arrogance by drawing out 

spittle" proliferated, the number of haughty people in general prolif- 
erated, and the number of students decreased, as they would say 
haughtily that there was nothing left for them to learn, and the Torah 

needs to go around to seek those who study it, as people do not learn 

of their own initiative. Furthermore, from the time when haughty 
people proliferated, the daughters of Israel began marrying haughty 
men, as our generation looks only at the face, i.e., the external aspects 

of a person, and ignores the inner aspects of a person. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: Is that so? Do women wish to marry 
arrogant men? But didn’t the Master say: One who is haughty is not 

even accepted by the members of his household, as it is stated: “The 

haughty man abides not” (Habakkuk 2:5)? “Abides [yinaveh] not” 
means that even in his abode [naveh], he is not accepted. The Gemara 

explains: Initially, she jumps at the chance to marry him, because he 

appears to be a great person to her, but in the end, once she gets to 

know him, he is demeaned in her eyes. 


NOTES 


“Their heart goes after their covetousness” 


Those who accept benefit - 7x37 ya: Rashi explains that this means 

people who are enslaved to their pleasures, even permitted pleasures. 

Such a person will not have the dedication needed to render accurate 

judgments. The Maharsha maintains that it refers to judges who derive 

benefit from the money of people in their community, as this will 

prevent them from analyzing their cases in a fair manner. This inter- 
pretation fits in well with the other examples listed by the Gemara. 


Drawing out spittle — Pitt *awin: Rashi writes that this means that 
they would extend their spittle. He probably means that they were 
excessively particular about their manners, and would even attempt 
to spit in a way that seemed to them to be dignified. Others explain 
it, based on a similar Arabic expression, to mean those who do not 
keep their word. 
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NOTES 
Those greedy for profit - qW 31v: According to 
the Maharsha, this refers to people who deprive oth- 
ers of their livelihood, including those who raise the 
prices of basic necessities or engage in other such 
practices. 


Who did not serve sufficiently — bs wre xow 
121%: Shammai and Hillel themselves disagreed in 
only three or four cases. With the increase of stu- 
dents who misinterpreted their Rabbi's teachings, 
two schools of thought were formed who disputed 
many issues of halakha. 


Those who accept charity from gentiles - apn 
11337 Ja APTN: Accepting handouts from gentiles 
constitutes a desecration of the Divine Name, as it 
indicates that the Jewish people cannot, or will not, 
support their own poor, and are in need of others. 
When many people act in this manner, the Jewish 
people's image as a whole is tarnished. 


LANGUAGE 


Boastful [zehuhei] — »mamt: Other versions of the text 
read zehuhei. The root of this word is to be haughty or 
boastful, similar to the Arabic (3, zuhiya. 


Clusters [eshkolot] — nibiswr: The comparison of 
Sages to a cluster is made in other places as well 
(see Hullin 92a). Shmuel here added to the compari- 
son through the exposition of Eshkol to mean ish kol, 
meaning a man with all. Some say that this word 
also alludes to the Greek oyoAn, scholé, meaning 
study or logic. It is also the source of the English word 
scholar. 
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The baraita continues: From the time when there was an increase 
in those who placed upon homeowners the obligation to 
designate the profits from merchandise for the upkeep of judges, 
bribery and corruption of judgment proliferated and good 
ceased. From the time when those judges and leaders who say: 
I accept your favor, and: I hold your favor, proliferated, the 
fulfillment of the verse: “Every man did that which was right in 
his eyes” (Judges 17:6), proliferated. Lowly ones were raised 
and lofty ones were lowered, and the monarchy is increasingly 
on the decline. From the time when misers and those greedy 
for profit" proliferated, those hardened of heart and who closed 
their hands from lending proliferated, and they transgressed 
that which is written in the Torah: “You shall not harden your 
heart, nor shut your hand from your needy brother... Guard 
yourself in case there is a base thought in your heart... and you 
do not give him” (Deuteronomy 15:7, 9). 


From the time when women with “stretched-forth necks and 
wanton eyes” (Isaiah 3:16) proliferated, the bitter waters of a 
sota proliferated, as more people were suspected of committing 
adultery; but they eventually ceased when licentiousness became 
too widespread. From the time when those who accept gifts 
proliferated, the days decreased and the years shortened, as it 
is written: “And he who hates gifts lives” (Proverbs 15:27). From 
the time when those with boastful [zehuhei]' hearts prolifer- 
ated, dispute proliferated in Israel. From the time when the 
students of Shammai and Hillel’ who did not serve their Rabbis 
sufficiently" proliferated, dispute proliferated in Israel, and the 
Torah became like two Torahs. From the time when those who 
accept charity from gentiles" proliferated, the Jewish people 
were above and they below; the Jewish people ahead and they 
behind. This last statement is a euphemism; it was the Jewish 
people that were below and behind, but the Gemara did not want 
to say so explicitly. 


§ The mishna taught that from the time when Yosei ben Yo’ezer 
died the clusters ceased. The Gemara poses a question: What 
is the meaning of clusters [eshkolot]?' Rav Yehuda says that 
Shmuel says: It means a man who contains all [ish shehakol bo | 
elements of Torah and mitzvot. The mishna further taught that 
Yohanan the High Priest took away the declaration of the tithe. 
The Gemara poses a question: What is the reason he did this? 
Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, says: Because they did not 
give the tithe in the proper manner" as stated by the Torah. In 
what way is that? As the Merciful One states in the Torah that 
they should give the first tithe to the Levites, 


PERSONALITIES 


The students of Shammai and Hillel - Yoon NOW vpn: Sham- 
mai and Hillel, the last of the pairs of Sages, lived about one hun- 
dred years prior to the destruction of the Temple, at the beginning 
of Herod's reign. Shammai and Hillel were noted as having different 
personalities. Shammai took a severe approach and held others to 
a high standard in terms of their actions and motivation (see, e.g., 
Shabbat 31a). Nevertheless, it was Shammai who coined the phrase: 
One should receive all people with a pleasant countenance (Avot, 


Because they did not give it in the proper manner — pxw 3b 
iDP ini panid: The gifts from one’s produce must be separated 
in the proper order or else the owner cannot recite the declaration. 
If he gave, for instance, the second tithe before the first one, he can- 


HALAKHA 


chapter 1). Hillel, by contrast, treated himself and others in an easy- 
going manner, and exhibited extreme flexibility to avoid conflict. 
While Shammai and Hillel themselves engaged in only a handful 
of halakhic disputes, tanna’im who studied at the academies they 
established, known as Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel, did not attend 
to their masters as much attention as necessary and engaged in 
many more disputes (see Sanhedrin 88b). 


not recite it. During the period when the first tithe was given to the 
priests instead of the Levites they would not recite the declaration, 
as the verse was not fulfilled in the proper manner (Rambam Sefer 
Zera'im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser Sheni 11:13). 
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and we give it to the priests." Ezra penalized the Levites for not 
ascending with him from Babylonia to Eretz Yisrael by taking 
away their right to the first tithe. Consequently, the owner of 
the produce can no longer recite the declaration of tithes, which 
includes the statement: “I have done according to all that You have 
commanded me” (Deuteronomy 26:14), as he did not give the 
tithe to the Levites. 


The Gemara asks: And let him at least declare that he donated 
the other tithes in the proper manner. Reish Lakish said: Any 
house that does not state the declaration" about the first tithe 
can no longer state the declaration of the other types of tithes. 
The Gemaraasks: Whatis the reason for this? Abaye said: Because 
the written verse began the declaration with the tithe given to the 
Levites: “And I also gave it to the Levite, and to the stranger, to 
the orphan, and to the widow, in accordance with all Your mitzvot 
that You commanded me” (Deuteronomy 26:13). If he cannot say 
the first part of the declaration, he cannot say the rest. 


The Gemara poses a question: The fact that Rabbi Yohanan canceled 
the declaration of tithes proves by inference that they would 
separate tithes in his days. But isn’t it taught (Tosefta 13:10): He, 
Yohanan the High Priest, also canceled the declaration of tithes 
and decreed with regard to doubtfully tithed produce [demai]?" 
Why did he issue this decree? Because he sent messengers through- 
out the land, to all the borders of Eretz Yisrael" to investigate, and 
saw that they would separate only teruma gedola,' and as for 
first tithe and second tithe, some people would tithe and some 
people would not tithe. 


He said to them: My sons, come and I will tell you something: 
Just as the halakhot of teruma gedola include a transgression pun- 
ishable by death at the hand of God, as one who ate produce from 

which teruma has not been separated is punished with death from 

Heaven, so too, the teruma of the tithe, the portion the Levites 

must separate from their first tithe and give to priests, and untithed 

produce, these include a transgression punishable by death at 

the hand of God, if the produce is eaten without the tithes having 

been taken. 


Realizing that it was uncertain with regard to whether or not people 
were separating tithes, he arose and instituted an ordinance for 
them! with regard to doubtfully tithed produce: One who pur- 
chases produce from an am ha‘aretz, which may or may not have 
been tithed, must separate from the produce first tithe and second 
tithe due to the uncertainty as to whether or not the am ha ‘aretz 
separated them. As for first tithe, he then separates teruma of the 
tithe from it and gives it to a priest, and with regard to second 
tithe, he goes up and eats it in Jerusalem. However, with regard 
to the giving of first tithe to the Levite, and the poor man’s tithe, 
which can be eaten by anyone, as the Levites and the poor only have 
monetary rights to the produce, the burden of proof rests upon 
the claimant. Since the Levites and the poor cannot prove that 
these tithes had not already been set aside by the am ha‘aretz, they 
cannot force the buyer to give them those tithes. 


In any case, the Gemara proves from the baraita that not all people 

would separate tithes in the time of Yohanan the High Priest. The 

Gemara answers: He instituted two ordinances: He canceled the 

declaration of tithes of those devoted to the meticulous obser- 
vance of mitzvot [haverim], especially halakhot of teruma and 

tithes, and he decreed with regard to doubtfully tithed produce 

purchased from amei ha‘aretz, because they may not have separated 

tithes at all. 


HALAKHA 

And we give it to the priests — pats) WIP NP jax: Ezra 
penalized the Levites of his time for not ascending to Jeru- 
salem with him, decreeing that they should not receive the 
first tithe but that it should go to the priests instead. The 
Radbaz and the Kesef Mishne both state that the decree 
applied only in Ezra’s time, but afterward the tithe could 
be given either to the Levites or the priests (Rambam Sefer 
Zera'im, Hilkhot Ma‘asrot 1:4). 


Any house that does not state the declaration, etc. - bs 
DVT pew ma: One may recite the declaration of tithes 
only if none of the gifts remain in his possession, as it is 
stated: “| have cleared the sacred things from my house” 
(Deuteronomy 26:13). The Rambam indicates that not only 
does holding on to the first tithe preclude the recitation of 
the declaration, but one may not recite the declaration if 
he has failed to give any of the gifts in the proper manner 
(Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser Sheni 11:7). 


He sent throughout the land, to all the borders of 
Eretz Yisrael, etc. — ^3) byw bisa boa now: In the days 
of Yohanan the High Priest, “the Sanhedrin conducted an 
investigation and found that all were careful to separate 
teruma gedola, but some amei ha‘aretz were lax in the 
proper separation of both the first and second tithes and 
the tithe for the poor. Consequently, they decreed that only 
haverim could be relied upon with regard to tithes, and the 
produce of amei ha‘aretz was considered doubtfully tithed 
and could not be eaten until it was tithed by the new owner. 
Such produce is called demai (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot 
Ma'asrot 9:1). 


He arose and instituted an ordinance for them, etc. — tay 
3) ond pprm: The Sages decreed that one must separate 
the teruma of the tithe from doubtfully tithed produce, as 
its consumption is punished by death from Heaven. One 
must likewise set aside the second tithe. Since it is eaten by 
the owner, he incurs no financial loss by doing so. However, 
the first tithe and the poor man's tithe are not given from 
doubtfully tithed produce, as it is not certain that they have 
not been separated by the am ha‘aretz, and the burden 
of proof rests upon the claimant (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, 
Hilkhot Ma‘asrot 9:2). 


NOTES 


And decreed with regard to doubtfully tithed produce 
demai] - «127 by ta: The standard explanation of the 
word demai is that it is an acronym of the Aramaic da mdi, 
meaning: This, what is it? In other words, is this produce 
ithed or not? The eponymous tractate in the order of 
Zeraʻim is devoted to the halakhot of doubtfully tithed 
produce, which addresses issues such as which doubtfully 
ithed produce requires tithing, and who is believed when 
hey claim to have separated tithes in the proper man- 
ner. The general practice with regard to doubtfully tithed 
produce is to assume most amei haaretz do separate tithes 
properly, but nevertheless a decree was instituted due to 
the minority who neglected to do so. 


Only teruma gedola - ada mina mann: The reason why 
they would separate teruma gedola i is because they would 
have to give only a small amount, generally 2 percent, and 
according to Torah law even a single grain will exempt an 
entire pile. Another reason why they viewed teruma gedola 
differently is because it has special sanctity, as the halakhot 
of ritual purity apply to it from the moment it has been 
separated and it is prohibited to non-priests. By contrast, 
since tithes can be eaten like regular produce, the amei 
haaretz did not consider them to be sacred. They were 
also not concerned for the general prohibition of untithed 
produce, and ignored the fact that the first tithe contains 
within it the teruma of the tithe, which must be given to a 
priest and has the status of teruma in all regards. 
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BACKGROUND 

Rings — niyay: These rings, described in the mishna in 
tractate Middot and elsewhere, were large, fashioned out 
of metal, and attached to the ground. Prior to slaughter, 
the animal's head would be put through the ring and the 
animal would be tied. This would enable the slaughter- 
ing to be done in an unhurried manner, without endan- 
gering the one doing the slaughtering and without fear 
of the act being disqualified. There were twenty-four 
rings, one for each priestly watch. 


Rings in the Temple courtyard 


NOTES 


From the time when the Sanhedrin ceased - Twan 
PYT: The Jerusalem Talmud offers other reasons, not 
derived from the Bible, for this halakha. One explanation 
is that the authority of the Sanhedrin was sufficient to 
make sure people did not sing songs with ribald lyrics at 
parties with wine. After the dissolution of the Sanhed- 
rin, the Sages saw that people were singing improper 
songs at these parties and consequently banned them 
entirely. The Gemara there also adds that in the time of 
the Sanhedrin, the Sages would institute additional days 
of rejoicing when the Jewish people were saved from 
trouble. Once the Sanhedrin was dissolved, these days 
could no longer be instituted. 


HALAKHA 


Song was also nullified from the places of feasts, etc. — 
AD nixAvad man VI bya: The Sages decreed that 
one may not play musical instruments or anything that 
produces the sound of music intended for enjoyment. 
The Rema writes that some authorities hold that the 
prohibition applies only to people, such as kings, who 
habitually listen to music, in addition to the prohibition 
with regard to drinking houses. It is also prohibited to 
listen to such instruments. These prohibitions are in com- 
memoration of the destruction of the Temple. For the 
same reason it is prohibited even to sing, even withou 
instruments, while drinking wine. The Bah, in accordance 
with the Gemara, rules stringently that one may not sing 
even if he is not drinking wine. 

The custom throughout all of Israel is to sing and recite 
praises over wine to express thanks for the kindness o 
God. If singing is performed for the sake of a mitzva, such 
as at a feast for a circumcision or at a wedding, then all o 
the above is permitted (Rema). The halakhic authorities 
of our generation discuss the practical applications o 
this halakha (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Ta‘anit 5:14; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 560:3). 
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§ The mishna further taught: He also nullified the actions of the 

awakeners. The Gemara poses a question: What are awakeners? 

Rahava says: On each and every day when the Levites stood 

on the platform in the Temple they would say: “Awake, why do 

you sleep, O Lord?” (Psalms 44:24). Therefore, they were called 

awakeners. Yohanan the High Priest said to them: Does the Omni- 
present sleep, that you call upon Him to awaken? But isn’t it already 

stated: “Behold, He that keeps Israel neither slumbers nor sleeps” 
(Psalms 121:4)? Rather, when the Jewish people are in a state of 
suffering, and the nations of the world are in a state of calm and 

serenity, it is with regard to this that it is stated: “Awake, why do 

you sleep, O Lord?” If the verse were to be recited every morning it 

would be interpreted in the wrong way, so Yohanan the High Priest 

therefore canceled the daily recitation of this verse. 


The mishna also taught that Yohanan the High Priest canceled the 
strikers. The Gemara asks: What are strikers? Rav Yehuda says that 
Shmuel says: They are those who would scratch the calf being 
prepared for slaughter as an offering between its horns, in order 
that blood should fall in its eyes, so that the animal would not see 
and resist being slaughtered. He came and nullified this practice, 
because it looked like they are causing a blemish. 


A different explanation of strikers was taught in a baraita (Tosefta 
13:9): They are those who would beat the calf with sticks, to stun it 
before it was slaughtered, in the manner that they do it before idols. 
Yohanan the High Priest said to them: Until when will you feed 
unslaughtered animal carcasses to the altar? The Gemara asks: Are 
these animal carcasses actually unslaughtered animal carcasses? 
They were slaughtered, i.e., they did not die of their own accord. 
Rather, he said that the beatings would cause them to become like 
animals with a wound that will cause them to die within twelve 
months [tereifot], as perhaps these beatings will perforate the 
membrane surrounding the brain, which would make the calf a 
tereifa. He therefore arose and instituted an ordinance for them to 
put rings’ in the ground with which they could secure the animals, 
thereby making it easier to slaughter the animals without having to 
scratch them between the horns or hit them with sticks. 


The mishna stated that until the days of Yohanan the High Priest the 
hammer of smiths would strike in Jerusalem. The Gemara explains: 
This is referring to the intermediate days of a Festival. Though 
certain types of labor are permitted on those days, the banging of a 
hammer was outlawed, as the noise it made would detract from the 
feeling of sanctity of the day. 


They further taught that in all of his days a person did not need to 
inquire with regard to doubtfully tithed produce. The Gemara 
notes that this is like that which we stated above, that he instituted 
an ordinance with regard to the tithing of doubtfully tithed 
produce. 


MI S HN A This mishna continues with the list of items 

that were nullified. From the time when the 
Sanhedrin ceased" song was also nullified from the places of 
feasts," i.e., it was no longer permitted to sing at a feast where wine 


was served, as it is stated: “With song they shall not drink wine” 
(Isaiah 24:9). 


From the time when the early prophets died the Urim VeTummim 

was nullified. From the time when the Second Temple was 

destroyed the shamir worm ceased to exist and also the sweetness 

of the honeycomb, as the verse says with regard to the laws of 
the Torah: “More to be desired are they than gold, indeed, than 

much fine gold; sweeter also than honey and the honeycomb” 
(Psalms 19:1). And men of faith ceased from being among the 

Jewish people, as it is stated: “Help, Lord, for the pious man is 

finished; for the faithful fail from among the children of men” 
(Psalms 12:2). 
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Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says that Rabbi Yehoshua testi- 
fied: From the day the Temple was destroyed there is no day 
that does not include some form of curse. And since then 
the dew has not descended for blessing, and the taste has 
been removed from fruit. Rabbi Yosei says: Since then, the 
fat of fruit has also been removed. Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar 
says: Since then, the lost purity has removed the taste and 
the aroma from fruit; the tithes that were not separated have 
removed the fat of the grain. And the Sages say: Promiscuity 
and witchcraft have consumed it all. 


G E M A RA The Gemara poses a question with regard 

to the first clause of the mishna: And 
from where is it derived that the verse: “With song they shall not 
drink wine” (Isaiah 24:9) is written about the period from the 
time when the Sanhedrin was nullified? Rav Huna, son of Rav 
Yehoshua, said: From that which the verse states: “The Elders 
have ceased from the gate, the young men from their music” 
(Lamentations 5:14). This indicates that the dissolution of the 
Sanhedrin, who are the Elders from the gate, is linked to the end 
of the young men singing. 


Rav said: The ear that hears song should be uprooted, as it is 
prohibited to listen to music after the destruction of the Temple. 
Rava said: If there is song in a house there will be destruction 
on the threshold, as it is stated: “Voices shall sing in the win- 
dows; desolation shall be in the doorposts; for its cedar work 
shall be uncovered” (Zephaniah 2:14). 


The word “uncovered” [era] could be read to mean: Its city [ira]. 
The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of: For its cedar work 
shall be its city? Furthermore, Rabbi Yitzhak wondered when 
he said: Is a house interlaced with cedars not as strong as a city, 
and therefore not threatened by desolation? Rather, it means 
that even a house interlaced with cedars will become unstable 
[mitroe‘a] if song is heard there. Rav Ashi said: Learn from it 
that when the destruction starts it starts with the threshold, as 
it is stated: “Desolation shall be in the posts.” And if you wish, 
say instead that they derive this idea from here: “In the city is 
left desolation, and the gate is smitten unto ruin [she’iyya]”™® 
(Isaiah 24:12). The term “ruin” here is referring to the destructive 
demon known as She’iyya, who strikes the gate first. Mar bar Rav 
Ashi said: I saw it, this She’iyya, and it was goring and wreaking 
havoc like an ox. 


Rav Huna said: The song of those who pull ships" and lead the 
herd’ is permitted, for their singing assists them to establish a 
rhythm in their work. However, that of weavers is forbidden, as 
they sing only for their own enjoyment. The Gemara relates that 
subsequently, Rav Huna nullified all types of song, and this led 
to a general blessing: The price of one hundred ducks stood at 
a dinar, and one hundred se‘a of wheat at a dinar, and there 
was no desire for them even at such a cheap price, due to their 
great abundance. Later, when Rav Hisda came and belittled 
this prohibition, people began to sing again. As a result, prices 
increased greatly, and this led to a situation whereby one wanted 
a single duck for one dinar and it could not be found. 


NOTES 


The gate is smitten unto ruin [sheiyya] - www n>» mg: In a 
responsum of one of the geonim, perhaps Rav Hai Gaon, it states 
that the she‘iyya is a type of a worm that eats through wood, and 
that is what Mar bar Rav Ashi was referring to when he claimed 
to have seen it. 


The song of those who pull ships, etc. — 3) 337 xWat: Accord- 


ing to Rashi, the factor that determines the permissibility of the 
singing is whether the singing aids the labor. Those who pull ships 
or lead the herd must work in a steady rhythm, so their song is 


allowed. The weavers do not require singing to help them in their 
work, so it is prohibited. This would mean that an active reason 
is needed to permit singing. The geonim, however, explain that 
the difference lies in the content of the songs. They explain that 
Rav Huna listened to the songs of those pulling ships and leading 
the herd and found nothing inappropriate, whereas the songs of 
weavers and tanners included licentious verses, and that is why he 
banned them. According to this, the default opinion is that singing 
is permitted. 


BACKGROUND 

The gate is smitten unto ruin [she‘iyya] - n>’ myw 
ww: According to the geonim, who say that she'iyya 
refers to a type of woodworm, the reason why the 
destruction begins at the entrance to the house is that 
the door and its posts are generally made of wood. 
The destruction caused by the woodworm weakens 
the posts, causing the upper beams, whose weight is 
not properly supported, to collapse. The woodworms’ 
burrowing can sound like a constant rapping, perhaps 
suggesting the comparison to the ramming of an ox. 


Those who pull ships and lead the herd — 133 
spat: In inland rivers and streams, particularly 
when there was a need to travel against the current, 
there were several strategies employed to assist those 
directing the boat. Small boats, and some large ships, 
would use oars. Medium sized cargo ships would be 
pulled by ropes, and there was a path on the riverbank 
designated for those who pulled the ropes. Those 
who pulled the ropes, as well as those who plowed 
with oxen, would sing in order to set a specific pace 
to their walking. It was important for all those pull- 
ing the ropes to be working in unison. In tractate 
Pesahim (112b), there is an example of one of these 
rhythmic songs. 


Roman relief of slaves pulling a boat containing wine barrels 
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NOTES 
With four types of instruments - Wat» AYIA: 
Despite the fact that the verse singles out four par- 
ticular instruments, Rav Se'adya Gaon explained 
that the prohibition applies to all instruments, 
and the verse mentions only those that are most 
important. 


Perek IX 
Daf 48 Amud b 


NOTES 


There were times an answer rose up, etc. — paa» 

^a po: The precise description of the way the 
Urim Velummim was constructed is unclear, and 
various interpretations are offered by the biblical 
commentaries. The standard explanation is that 
the ephod and the breastplate themselves were 
only part of the Urim VeTummim, and that a dif- 
ferent part, perhaps what is called the tummim, 
consisted of a parchment inscribed with names 
of God, which was inserted between the folds 
of the breastplate. The Gemara in Yoma 73a-b 
explains that the Urim VeTummim were not used 
mechanically; rather, the priest required the help 
of the Divine Spirit in order to understand and 
interpret what he saw properly. The discussion of 
the Gemara indicates that the occasional inability 
to receive a response from the Urim VeTummim 
was a sign that this device was gradually being 
removed from Israel (see Maharsha). 
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Rav Yosef said: If men sing and women respond, this is licentious- 
ness. If women sing and men respond, it causes the evil inclination 
to burn as if one were setting fire to chips of kindling. The Gemara 
poses a question: What difference is there? Rav Yosef indicates that 
in any case both are prohibited. The Gemara answers: To nullify 
one before the other, i.e. if it is impossible to ban singing entirely, 
they should at least stop the most problematic form. 


Rabbi Yohanan says: Anyone who drinks wine with the accompa- 
niment of four types of instruments" brings five types of retribu- 
tion to the world, as it is stated: “Woe to them who rise early in 
the morning, that they may follow strong drink; who tarry late 
into the night, until wine inflames them. And the harp and the 
psaltery, the drum and the pipe and wine, are at their feasts, but 
they do not regard the work of the Lord” (Isaiah 5:11-12). 


After listing the sin of those who drink wine with musical accompa- 
niment, the verse states their punishment: What is written after- 
ward? “Therefore, My people have gone into captivity, for want 
of knowledge” (Isaiah 5:13), meaning that they cause exile to the 
world; “and their honorable men are famished” (Isaiah 5:13), as 
they bring famine to the world; “and their multitude are parched 
with thirst” (Isaiah 5:13), that they cause the Torah, which is 
compared to water, to be forgotten by those who learn it. “And 
mankind is bowed down, and man is humbled” (Isaiah 5:15), that 
they cause the enemy of the Holy One, Blessed be He, i.e., God 
Himself, to be brought down, as “man” in the phrase “and man is 
humbled” means nothing other than the Holy One, Blessed be He, 
as it is stated: “The Lord is a man of war” (Exodus 15:3). The verse 
continues: “And the eyes of the lofty are humbled” (Isaiah 5:15), 
that they cause the Jewish people to be brought down. These are 
the five retributions. 


And what punishment is written afterward for the people who 
drank wine with musical accompaniment? “Therefore, 


the netherworld has enlarged her desire, and opened her mouth 
without measure, and down goes their glory and their tumult and 
their uproar, and he who rejoices among them” (Isaiah 5:14). 
Their punishment is that they shall descend into the netherworld. 


§ The mishna taught: From the time when the early prophets died, 
the Urim VeTummim was nullified. The Gemara poses a question: 
Who are the early prophets? Rav Huna says: This is referring to 
David, and Samuel, and Solomon, and after their death the Urim 
VeTummim was no longer used. Rav Nahman said: In the days of 
David there were times an answer rose up" for them from the Urim 
VeTummim and there were times an answer did not rise up, i.e., they 
did not receive an answer. The proof for this is that Tzadok, the 
High Priest in David's time, asked the Urim VeTummim and an 
answer rose up for him, whereas Abiathar asked and an answer 
did not rise up for him, as it is stated: “And Abiathar went up’ 
(11 Samuel 15:24), and he was removed from serving as the High 
Priest as a result. 


oy 


Rabba bar Shmuel raises an objection: The verse states concerning 
Uzziah: “And he set himself to seek God in the days of Zechariah, 
who had an understanding of the vision of God” (11 Chronicles 
26:5). What, is the verse not stating that Uzziah would seek God 
by asking questions of the Urim VeTummim, despite the fact that 
he lived after the time of Solomon? The Gemara rejects this claim: 
No, he would seek God by asking questions of the prophets, but 
not of the Urim VeTummim. 
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The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof from a baraita 
( Tosefta 13:2) with regard to when the Urim VeTummim ceased: 
From the time when the First Temple was destroyed, the cities 
with fields that were allocated to the Levites were nullified,” and 
the Urim VeTummim ceased, and the monarchy ceased from 
the house of David. 


And if a person would whisper to you saying that the Urim 
VeTummim was still extant, as it states with regard to when the 
Second Temple first stood: “And the Tirshatha said to them 
that they should not eat of the most sacred things, until there 
stood a priest with the Urim VeTummim” (Ezra 2:63), which 
seems to indicate that they merely had to wait until the Second 
Temple was built for the reappearance of the Urim VeTummim; 
you should say to him that this is not referring to an expectation 
of a short-term development, but it is like a person who says 
to his friend, with regard to something that will occur in the 
distant future: Until the dead live and the Messiah, the son of 
David, comes. In any case, the baraita indicates that the Urim 
VeTummim ceased only from the time when the First Temple 
was destroyed, and not in the time of Solomon. 


Rather, Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: Who are the early 
prophets, with regard to whom it states that use of the Urim 
VeTummim ceased immediately after their death? This term early 
prophets serves to exclude Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi, 
who are the latter prophets. The Urim VeTummim was used 
throughout the First Temple period, up to, but not including, 
their time. As the Sages taught in a baraita (Tosefta 13:3): From 
the time when Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi died the Divine 
Spirit departed from the Jewish people, as these three were 
considered to be the last prophets. And even after the Urim 
VeTummim ceased to exist, they would nevertheless still make 
use of a Divine Voice to receive instructions from Above, even 
after this time. 


For on one occasion the Sages were reclining in the upper 
story’ of the house of Gurya in Jericho. A Divine Voice from 
Heaven was issued to them, and it said: There is one person 
among you for whom it is fitting that the Divine Presence 
should rest upon him as a prophet, but his generation is not fit 
for it; they do not deserve to have a prophet among them. The 
Sages present directed their gaze to Hillel the Elder.” And when 
he died, they eulogized him in the following manner: Alas 
pious one, alas humble one, student of Ezra. 


And again, on another occasion several generations later, the 
Sages were reclining in an upper story of a house in Yavne, 
and a Divine Voice from Heaven was issued to them, and 
said: There is one person among you for whom it is fitting 
that the Divine Presence should rest upon him, but his gene- 
ration is not fit for it. The Sages present directed their gaze to 
Shmuel HaKatan.’ And when he died, they eulogized him 
in the following manner: Alas humble one, alas pious one, 
student of Hillel. 


And he too, Shmuel HaKatan, said the following statement of 
divinely inspired prediction at the time of his death: Shimon, 
i.e., Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, and Yishmael,? i.e., Rabbi 
Yishmael ben Elisha the High Priest, are slated for the sword, 
and their colleagues for killing, and the rest of the people for 
plunder, and great troubles are destined to befall the people. 
The Gemara relates: And they also sought to say about Rabbi 
Yehuda ben Bava,’ when eulogizing him: Alas pious one, alas 
humble one, but the moment was disturbed and they could not 
do so. That is because eulogies are not given for those killed by 
the monarchy, which was Rabbi Yehuda ben Baba’s fate, in order 
not to arouse the monarchy’s wrath. 


NOTES 


The cities with fields that were allocated to the Levites were 
nullified - wig yw bya: The reason for this appears to be that 
these cities were connected to the settlement of the tribes of 
Israel in their portions of Eretz Yisrael, as each tribe would set 
aside some cities with fields for the Levites or priests. As the 
destruction of the Temple led to the nullification of the division 
of the land between the tribes, the halakha of these cities was 
no longer kept. 


BACKGROUND 

In the upper story — mya: Meetings held by the Sages in 
the attics of homes are mentioned many times in the Talmud. 
These meetings were held when there was a need for privacy, 
or even secrecy. This could be due to either limitations placed 
on the authority of the Sages by the gentile government, or 
the desire to hold discussions out of the public eye with regard 
to issues that were significant to the masses. 


PERSONALITIES 


Hillel the Elder - rea bon: Hillel the Elder and his colleague 
Shammai were the last of the zugot, the pairs of tanna‘im who 
led the Sanhedrin throughout much of the Second Temple 
period. Hillel served as Nasi of the Sanhedrin and Shammai 
was the deputy Nasi, approximately one hundred years prior 
to the destruction of the Second Temple, at the beginning of 
Herod's reign. Tradition has it that Hillel began as an impov- 
erished student who took on menial labor in order to pay to 
attend the lectures of Shemaya and Avtalyon. Ultimately, the 
Gemara compares him to Ezra the Scribe, crediting him with 
reestablishing Torah study at a period in history when it was 
being forgotten (Sukka 20a). His disciples were praised as well. 

According to the Gemara, Hillel the Elder had eighty stu- 
dents. Thirty of them were worthy of having the Divine Pres- 
ence rest upon them as it did for Moses, thirty were worthy of 
the sun standing still for them as it did for Joshua, and twenty 
were considered to be average, with the greatest among them 
Yonatan ben Uzziel and the least among them Rabban Yohanan 
ben Zakkai (Sukka 28a). 


Shmuel HaKatan — pr byrow: Shmuel Hakatan was a tanna 
living at the time of the destruction of the Second Temple. 
Even the earlier generations were unsure why he was called 
hakatan, meaning the small one. Some say it was because he 
acted humbly toward others; others say it was because he was 
only a bit lower in his spiritual level than the prophet Samuel. 
Due to his humble personality, he was selected to compose 
he blessing against heretics in the Amida prayer, for no one 
would suspect him of harboring personal antagonism toward 
he subjects of that blessing. 


Shimon and Yishmael - bxyavn fiyiaw: Shimon is Rabban 

Shimon ben Gamliel the First, and Yishmael is Rabbi Yishmael, 

he High Priest. According to the tradition found in the Midrash, 
hey were both executed by the Roman government, probably 
due to their positions of prominence within the Jewish com- 
munity, which was in a state of rebellion at the time. The differ- 
ence between these two and the others killed is that they were 

executed by the sword as an official government action, while 

he others were killed either during or at the end of the siege. 


Rabbi Yehuda ben Bava - x33732 9797 31; Rabbi Yehuda ben 
Bava was one of the tanna‘im active during the period between 
he destruction of the Second Temple and the destruction of 
he city of Beitar. He began his studies while the Temple was 
still standing, but was most active during the years when the 
Sanhedrin was located in Yavne. His testimonies and other 
eachings are mentioned in many sources. 

Rabbi Yehuda ben Bava was famous for his piety. In fact, 
here is a tradition that whenever it says: An incident occurred 
with a pious person, it is referring to either Rabbi Yehuda ben 
Bava or to Rabbi Yehuda ben Ilai. According to the Gemara in 
ractate Sanhedrin, he was cruelly executed by the Romans 
after ordaining five Sages to serve as judges. It was said that 
if not for him, the halakhot of fines would have disappeared 
rom among Israel. According to calculations, he must have 
been over the age of ninety when he died. 
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LANGUAGE 
Scalpel [izemel] Sane: From the Greek opiAn, smilé, mean- 
ing a knife used for cutting and carving, a surgeon's knife, or 
a knife used in pruning branches. 


Ancient Roman scalpel 


Tufts [sefogin] — pxo: From the Greek ondyyos, spongos, 
meaning sponge. This is a type of marine organism, Spongia 
officionalis, that is taken from the ocean and used in bathing. 
The word was extended to mean anything soft like a sponge. 


Live sponge 


Skeleton of sponge 


Vessel [itenei] — 39°: There are several opinions with regard 
to both the origin of this word and its meaning. Some say it 
is from the Greek, and some say it is a variant form of the 
Aramaic udnei, which is a vessel with a handle. Others say it is 
an Aramaic variant of the Hebrew teneh, small basket, which 
may in turn be derived from the Akkadian. 


BACKGROUND 
A leaden vessel - 32% bw y: The assumption underlying 
all of the details here is that the shamir would break only hard 
substances. Therefore, it was wrapped in tufts of wool and 
pieces of barley bran, both of which are soft, and it was put 
into a container made of lead, a soft metal. 
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§ The mishna taught: From the time when the First Temple was 
destroyed the shamir ceased to exist. The Sages taught: This 
shamir is the creature with which Solomon built the Temple, 
as it is stated: “For the house, when it was built, was built 
of whole stone from the quarry” (1 Kings 6:7). Now these 
words should be understood exactly as they are written, that 
King Solomon took whole stones and shaped them by having 
the shamir do the cutting. This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. 


Rabbi Nehemya said to him: And is it possible to say so? But 
isn’t it already stated: “All these were costly stones, according 
to the measures of hewn stones, sawed with saws” (11 Kings 7:9), 
which indicates that saws, which are iron implements, were used 
to shape the stones? If so, what is the meaning when the verse 
states: “And hammer, ax, and any tool of iron were not heard in 
the house when it was being built” (1 Kings 6:7)? It means 
that he would prepare the stones outside" the Temple Mount 
using tools, and bring them inside already cut, so that no iron 
tools were used inside the Temple itself. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
said: The statement of Rabbi Yehuda that no iron tools were 
used appears to be correct with regard to the Temple stones, 
and the statement of Rabbi Nehemya that tools were used 
appears to be correct with regard to the stones of the king’s 
own house. 


The Gemara poses a question: And according to Rabbi Nehemya, 
who maintains that they used iron tools even in the cutting of the 
stones for the Temple, for what purpose did the shamir come? 
The Gemara answers: It was necessary for that which is taught 
in a baraita: These stones" in the breastplate and ephod, upon 
which were inscribed the names of the tribes, they may not be 
written on with ink, because it is stated: “Like the engravings 
of a signet” (Exodus 28:21), which means the names must be 
engraved onto the stones. And they may not be scratched on 
with a scalpel [izemel],' because it is stated: “In their full 
settings” (Exodus 28:20), indicating that the stones must be 
complete and not missing any of their mass. 


The baraita continues: Rather, one writes the letters on them in 
ink, and shows them, i.e., he places the shamir close to the ink 
markings from outside, without having it touch the stones, and 
they split open along the lines of the ink of their own accord, 
like this fig that splits in the summer without losing anything 
of its mass, and like this field in a valley that cracks in the rainy 
season without losing anything of its mass. The shamir was used 
in this way for these engravings. 


The Sages taught: This shamir, its size is that of a barleycorn, 
and it was created in the six days of creation, and nothing hard 
can withstand it. In what is it kept, so that it will not break 
everything in the vicinity? They wrap it in tufts [sefogin]' of 
wooland place it in a leaden vessel [itenei],*' full of barley bran, 
which is soft and will not be broken by the shamir. 


HALAKHA 


He would prepare the stones outside, etc. - ppa maw 
^3) yanan: The Sanctuary and the Courtyard should be con- 
structed, if possible, with large stones. The stones may not be 
cut and chiseled on the Temple Mount itself, but all prepara- 
tions must be performed outside of the Temple Mount. They 
are then brought into the building, in accordance with Rabbi 
Nehemya (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 1:8; see 
Kesef Mishne). 


These stones, etc. - ^3) bn max: The Rambam omits this 
halakha, to the surprise of the Mishne LaMelekh, who cites the 
Ramban’s opinion that this halakha applies to the stones of 
the breastplate but not to those of the ephod. Perhaps the 
Rambam is of the opinion that this is only a mitzva ab initio, 
but is not an indispensable requirement (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 9:7, in the Mishne LaMelekh). 
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§ Rabbi Ami says: From the time when the First Temple was 
destroyed, shiny [peranda]! silk [shira]"' and white glass ceased 
to exist. This is also taught in a baraita: From the time when the 
First Temple was destroyed, shiny silk, white glass,’ and iron 
chariots ceased; and some say that even congealed wine’ that 
comes from Senir, the Hermon, which is similar to round fig 
cakes after it congeals, ceased to exist as well. 


The mishna taught: And the sweetness of the honeycomb [nofet 
tzufim] also ceased when the First Temple was destroyed. The 
Gemara asks: What is nofet tzufim? Rav says: Fine flour that 
floats up and remains on the top of the sieve [nafa], which is 
similar in taste to dough kneaded with honey and oil. And Levi 
says that nofet tzufim is the term for two loaves stuck together in 
an oven, which keep swelling until they reach each other. And 
Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi says: This is honey that comes from 
elevated areas [tzipiyya].’ The Gemara explains: From where 
may it be inferred that this is what nofet tzufim is? As Rav Sheshet 
would translate the words: “As the bees do” (Deuteronomy 1:44): 
Like the bees spread out and fly all over the world and bring 
honey from mountainous plants. Similarly, Rabbi Yehoshua ben 
Levi states that honey comes from elevated areas. 


We learned in a mishna there (Makhshirin 5:9): Anything that is 
poured remains ritually pure. In other words, even if a liquid is 
poured into a ritually impure utensil, the stream of the liquid does 
not defile the contents that remain in the ritually pure utensil from 
which they were poured, apart from zifim honey and wafer batter. 
These substances are too viscous to be considered liquids. The 
Gemara asks: What is the meaning of zifim? Rabbi Yohanan says: 
Honey of such rare quality that they could falsify [mezayyefin] 
it,® by diluting it with other substances, and it would not be 
noticed. And Reish Lakish says: It is named after its place, as it 
is written: “Ziph and Telem and Bealoth” (Joshua 15:24). 


Similarly, you can say with regard to the verse: “When the zifim 
came and said to Saul, does not David hide himself with us 
(Psalms 54:2). What is the meaning of zifim, mentioned in this 
verse? Rabbi Yohanan says: It means people who would falsify 
[hamzayyefin] their words. And Rabbi Elazar says: They are 
called after their place, as it is written: “Ziph and Telem and 
Bealoth.” 


§ The mishna states that from the time when the Second Temple 
was destroyed men of faith ceased. Rabbi Yitzhak says: These 
are people who believe in the Holy One, Blessed be He, and 
place their trust in Him in all their ways. As it is taught in a baraita: 
Rabbi Eliezer the Great says that whoever has bread in his 
basket to eat today and says: What shall I eat tomorrow, meaning 
he does not know how he will acquire bread for tomorrow, he is 
nothing other than from those of little faith. One must trust in 
God to provide him with his sustenance. 


And this is what Rabbi Elazar said: What is the meaning of that 
which is written: “For who plunders the day of small things” 
(Zechariah 4:10)? What caused the table, i.e., the reward, of the 
righteous to be plundered, meaning wasted, in the future? It 


” 


was the small-mindedness they possessed. And what is this small- 


mindedness? That they did not believe in the Holy One, Blessed 
be He, with a complete faith. Rava said: Who plunders the day 
of small things? These are the small children of the wicked ones 
of the Jewish people, who die young, 


White glass — mad mit: Apparently, this means totally 
transparent glass. Even though glassmaking is an ancient 
art, it was difficult to manufacture transparent glass due to 
the presence of impurities in the raw materials. White glass is 
mentioned throughout the ages as being an expensive type 


of glass. 


BACKGROUND 


LANGUAGE 
Shiny [peranda] — 1315: There are several theories 
with regard to the origin of this word, although appar- 
ently it comes from the Persian parund, a type of 
elaborate silk. 


Silk [shira] - 
meaning silk. 


XPH: From the Greek onpıxóv, sérikon, 


NOTES 
Shiny silk - 81218 xP: According to Rashi this 
means a type of silk. Following this opinion, the Josefot 
HaRosh states that the Gemara does not mean that this 
substance ceased to exist entirely, as elsewhere the 
Gemara mentions that it was used by amora’im. Rather, 
it became rarer than in earlier times. 


Comes from elevated areas [tzipiyya] - K917 P KIT: 
The Tosefot Yom Tov, citing Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura and 
others, maintains that tzipiyya is the name of a place. This 
name had been Zofim in biblical times, but it changed 
over the course of time. Many commentaries explain 
tzufim not as a name but as a general word for moun- 
tains. The Rambam in his Commentary to the Mishna 
indicates that tzufim is the name of an excellent type 
of honey. 


Who plunders the day of small things - Dih umn 
nip: This exposition appears to be based on the fact 
that the vowel of the word bazis not a kamatz, as would 
be the case if it were derived from the root beit, vav, zayin, 
to despise, but a patah, which indicates that it stems 
from the root beit, zayin, zayin, to plunder. 


Congealed wine — wip}: In the Hermon region they would 
congeal wine by placing it in snow. This would cause the wine 
to appear like a cake of pressed figs. This may have been done 
as a means of preservation, or to raise the alcohol content of the 
wine, as some of the water in the wine would freeze separately, 
leaving the latter more concentrated. 


Honey that they could falsify it — ia pæmaw wat: The higher 
the concentration of sugar in honey, the easier it is to add 
other substances, such as flour, without there being a notice- 
able impact on the honey’s taste. After the honey absorbs the 
additives, it is difficult to differentiate between unadulterated 
honey and the inferior product. 
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Perek IX 
Daf49 Amuda 


NOTES 

They say before Him - wah wnx: According to 
Rashi, it is the small children who will state this claim. 
The Maharsha maintains that the fathers, when they 
are brought to judgment, will argue that they were 
already punished in their lifetimes by the death of their 
children. The language of the Gemara allows for both 
interpretations. 


Sellers of fat [revav] - 239 131: Rashi and many other 
commentaries explain that revav means fat, and the 
phrase sellers of fat is referring to people who eke out 
their living by selling items that dirty their hands. The 


Arukh maintains that revav means the dregs of wax, 


which explains the connection between this teaching 
and the previous one, which spoke of the cessation of 


the honey. Since the honey of nofet tzufim has ceased, 
the only element left of this product is the honeycomb, 


used for wax. 


If it were not for the prayer of Habakkuk — Khay 
ppan by inham: The Maharsha explains that David's 
prayer was that those who deal in trade should not have 
to earn their livelihood in a demeaning manner, while 
Habakkuk prayed for the Torah scholars. 


One will die — ma tmx: As one of the Torah scholars 
is presumably greater than the other, the latter must 
submit to his authority and is not fully responsible for the 
topic of their conversation while walking. Since they are 
not equally guilty, their respective punishments differ as 
well (lyyun Ya'akov). 


LANGUAGE 


Partition [pargod] - 139: From the Greek zapayavsng, 
paragaudés, meaning a garment with a purple border, 
or the Latin paragauda, a laced border on a garment. 


Its origin is from the Persian pargad, which refers to the 
screen that divides the king from his palace retinue. The 
king would speak from behind the screen, and this is 
the basis for the borrowing of this term to describe a 
barrier in front of the Divine Presence. 
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who plunder, i.e., destroy, their fathers’ future judgment. When 
God sits in judgment of their parents, these children say before 
Him:" Master of the Universe, because You were destined to 
exact punishment from our fathers in the World-to-Come for 
their wickedness, why did You blunt their teeth with the death 
of their children in their lifetimes? In this way, the death of their 
children atones for the fathers. 


§ Rabbi Ile’a bar Yeverekhya says: If it were not for the prayer 
of David for Israel to have sustenance, all Israel would be sellers 
of fat [revav]," i.e., involved in debased occupations, as it is 
stated: “Place for them mastery, O Lord” (Psalms 9:21), that is, 
may God grant them dignity. And Rabbi Ile’a bar Yeverekhya 
also says: If it were not for the prayer of Habakkuk," two Torah 
scholars would have to cover themselves with a single cloak 
due to poverty and engage in Torah study dressed that way, as it 
is stated: “Lord, I heard Your report and was afraid; O Lord, 
revive Your work in the midst of the years” (Habakkuk 3:2). Do 
not read: “In the midst [bekerev] of the years [shanim]; but 
in the closeness [bikrov] of two [shenayim]. In other words, 
Habakkuk prayed that God would nullify His decree of two Torah 
scholars having to share a single cloak. 


And Rabbi Ile’a bar Yeverekhya says: In the case of two Torah 
scholars who are walking along the way and there are no 
words of Torah between them, but they are conversing about 
other matters, they are deserving of being burned in fire. As it 
is stated with regard to Elijah and his disciple Elisha: “And it 
was as they walked along, talking, that behold, there appeared 
a chariot of fire and horses of fire, which parted them both asun- 
der” (11 Kings 2:11). The reason they were not burned by the 
chariot of fire is that there was speech exchanged between them, 
which presumably was words of Torah, but if there had been 
no speech, they would have been deserving of being burned 
by the chariot. 


And Rabbi Ile’a bar Yeverekhya says: If there are two Torah 
scholars who reside in the same city and they are not pleasant 
to each other with regard to halakha, but are constantly fighting, 
one of them will die" and the other one will be exiled. As it 
is stated: “That the manslayer might flee there, who slays 
his neighbor without knowledge” (Deuteronomy 4:42), and 


“knowledge” means nothing other than Torah, as it is stated: 
“My people are destroyed for lack of knowledge” (Hosea 4:6). 


Rabbi Yehuda, son of Rabbi Hiyya, says: With regard to any 
Torah scholar who engages in Torah study while experiencing 
the pressure of poverty, his prayer is listened to, as it is stated: 
“For, O people that dwells in Zion at Jerusalem, you shall 
weep no more; He will surely be gracious to you at the voice of 
your cry. When He shall hear, He will answer you” (Isaiah 
30:19), and after it is written: “And the Lord shall give you 
sparse bread and scant water” (Isaiah 30:20). This verse indi- 
cates that those who sit and study Torah, that is, the people who 
dwell in Zion, and eat bread sparingly, will have their prayers 
answered by God. 


Rabbi Abbahu says: A Torah scholar who engages in Torah study 
despite economic pressures is satiated with the glory of the 

Divine Presence, as it is stated in the same verse, above: “And 

your eyes shall behold your Teacher.’ Rabbi Aha, son of Hanina, 
said: Even the concealing partition [pargod]' before the Divine 

Presence is not locked before him, as it is stated: “And your 
Teacher shall not hide Himself anymore” (Isaiah 30:20). 
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§ The mishna states that Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says in 
the name of Rabbi Yehoshua: From the day that the Temple 
was destroyed, there is no day that does not include some 
form of curse. Rava says: Each and every day is more cursed 
than the previous one, as it is stated in the chapter detailing 
the curses in the book of Deuteronomy: “In the morning you 
will say, would that it were evening, and in the evening you 
will say, would that it were morning” (Deuteronomy 28:67). 
It is unclear which morning the verse means. If we say that in 
the evening he will wish it would be the following morning, 
does he know what will be the outcome of the next morning, 
which would cause him to yearn for its arrival? Rather, it must 
mean the morning that has passed; that is, in the evening they 
will pine for the previous morning, because their situation is 
continuously worsening. 


The Gemara poses a question: But if everything is deteriorating, 
why does the world continue to exist? The Gemara answers: 
By the sanctification that is said in the order" of prayers, after 
the passage that begins: And a redeemer shall come to Israel, 
which includes the recitation and translation of the sanctifica- 
tion said by the angels, and by the response: Let His great name 
be blessed, etc., which is recited after the study of aggada.™ 
As it is stated: “A land of thick darkness, as darkness itself; 
a land of the shadow of death, without any order” (Job 10:22). 
Therefore, it can be inferred from this verse that if there are 
orders of prayer and study, the land shall appear from amidst 
the darkness. 


§ The mishna taught that since the destruction of the Temple, 
dew has not descended for a blessing, and the taste has been 
removed from fruit. It is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Shimon 
ben Elazar says: The lost purity has removed the taste and 
the aroma;" the tithes that were not separated have removed 
the fat of grain. 


The Gemara relates that Rav Huna found a fragrant date." He 
took it and wrapped it in his shawl. Rabba,’ his son, came and 
said to him: I smell the aroma of a fragrant date. Rav Huna 
said to him: My son, there is clearly purity in you, as you were 
able to notice the fragrance. He gave it to him. Meanwhile, 
Abba, Rabba’s son, arrived. Rabba took the date and gave it to 
him. Rav Huna said to Rabba: My son, you have made my 
heart rejoice with your purity, and you have blunted my teeth, 
by showing your preference for your own son. The Gemara 
comments: This explains the folk saying that people say: The 
love of a father is for the sons; the love of the sons is for their 
own sons, more than for their father. 


The Gemara relates another incident: Rav Aha bar Ya’akov took 
care of Rav Ya’akov, the son of his daughter, who was an 
orphan. When the grandchild grew up, his grandfather once 
said to him: Give me water to drink. He said to him: I am 
not your son," and I am not obligated in your honor as a son 
must honor his father. The Gemara again comments: And 
this explains the folk saying that people say: Raise, raise 
your grandchild, but in the end he will retort: I am the son of 
your daughter, and I do not have to take care of you. 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabba bar Rav Huna - X317 27 33 7a: Rabba bar Rav Huna 
was a third-generation amora in Babylonia. He merited to see 
Rav, and transmitted several halakhot in his name. He was a 
preeminent disciple of his father, Rav Huna, and there are several 
instances in the Talmud where Rav Huna gives practical halakhic 
guidance to his son. He was a judge in the city of Sura after the 
death of his father, a disciple-colleague of Rav Hisda, and a 


colleague of Rav Nahman and Rava. 


Exilarch, despite having several disagreements with him. He 
was known to be very modest. Upon his death he was brought 
to Eretz Yisrael for burial, and a text of a eulogy given for him 
is still extant. 

The son mentioned here is Abba, who is the amora Rava, a 
shortened version of Rabbi Abba, son of Rabba bar Rav Huna. 
He was a fourth-generation amora, and his teachings are found 
throughout the Talmud. 


Rabba bar Rav Huna was wealthy and was close to the 


NOTES 


By the sanctification that is said in the order, etc. - 
naxot awp: The Maharsha explains that these two 
sections of prayer are said in Aramaic and were under- 
stood even by the masses. As these passages were recited 
in the prayers and after the study of aggada, which even 
simple people would join in, they constituted a praise of 
God and the study of Torah with the participation of the 
entire people. 


Let His great name...after the study of aggada - x 
XART KII FW: Many authorities infer from this pas- 
sage that the kaddish prayer is recited only after the study 
of aggada, as it is beloved upon people andis learned with 
joy (Ben Yehoyada). This is the basis for the widespread 
custom of adding the short aggadic statement: Rabbi 
Hananya ben Akashya says, after Torah study before the 
kaddish prayer. The Melekhet Shlomo discusses this issue, 
and concludes that the Gemara means that the kaddish 
prayer is said even after the study of aggada, and certainly 
after the study of halakha. The Beer Sheva addresses this 
topic from a slightly different angle, and he too holds 
that according to the Rambam in the Mishne Torah, the 
kaddish prayer must be recited after all Torah study, both 
halakha and aggada. 


Lost purity has removed the taste and the aroma, etc. — 
n3 Py oyy Tbwa mw: The Maharsha writes that the 

cessation of purity, which is something intangible, led to 

the removal of tastes and aromas, which similarly are not 
tangible. The cancellation of the physical tithes caused 

the removal of the fat of grain, as both the cause and the 

effect are material. 


A fragrant date - xmaxmt Kawan: The Arukh cites 
three explanations of this term. The first explanation is 
that it means a type of date that is especially fragrant. The 
second explanation is that it is referring to a place where 
good-quality dates were cultivated. The third explanation 
is that this was the name given to all first fruits, and in this 
particular case, to a date. 


I am not your son — XIX 713 wh: Some authorities 
prove from here that a grandson, or at least the son of a 
daughter, is not obligated to honor his grandfather as he 
would honor his father. The Yad Melekh points out that 
Rav Ya'akov certainly brought the glass of water to his 
grandfather; he pointed out to him only that the grandfa- 
ther cannot demand that he do so in the same way that a 
father may demand of his son. This is the intention of the 
comment of Rashi, who writes: | am not obligated to honor 
you as a son, indicating that he is obligated to honor him 
to some degree. 


BACKGROUND 


The sanctification that is said in the order - nwitpx 
TP: The sanctification of the order is the text ‘of the 
sanctification recited by the angels, appearing in the books 
of Isaiah and Ezekiel, with its Aramaic translation inter- 
spersed between the verses. This is said during the prayer 
of: “And a redeemer will come to Zion,” after the Amida 
prayer, in the morning. The reason for its placement there 
is not clear. Some geonim maintain that it was moved to 
the end of the prayer service in response to a government 
decree banning its recital. Others say that it is a remnant 
of an ancient custom to read sections from the prophets, 
together with their translations, after the morning service. 
That custom was discontinued, but this was instituted to 
replace it. 
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LANGUAGE 


War [pulemus] - pins: From the Greek xóňepoç, polemos, 
meaning war or army. 


HALAKHA =—W¥—————_——_ 
They decreed upon the crowns of bridegrooms - by må 
annn niwy: The Sages decreed that bridegrooms should 
not place crowns on their heads at all, as stated by Levi on 
49b. They likewise prohibited brides from wearing crowns 
made of precious metals. This decree applied only to brides 
and grooms, but not to the rest of the population (Ram- 
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Ta‘anit 5:15; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 560:4). 


NOTES 

From the time when Rabbi Akiva died, etc. — 37 naw 
^d xY: Rashi explains that the honor of the Torah here 
means Rabbi Akiva’s technique of deriving halakhot from 
the crowns drawn above the letters in a Torah scroll. Deriving 
halakhot from the crowns increases the honor of Torah, as 
each small detail of the Torah is shown to be meaningful. 
Others add that Rabbi Akiva honored the Torah through his 
vast number of students (/yyun Ya'akov). 
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MI S HN In the war [pulemus]' of Vespasian? 

the Sages decreed upon the crowns 
of bridegrooms," i.e., that bridegrooms may no longer wear 
crowns, and upon the drums, meaning they also banned 
the playing of drums. 


In the war of Titus’ they also decreed upon the crowns 
of brides, and they decreed that a person should not teach 
his son Greek. 


In the last war,’ meaning the bar Kokheva revolt, they 
decreed that a bride may not go out in a palanquin inside 
the city, but our Sages permitted a bride to go out in a 
palanquin inside the city, as this helps the bride maintain 
her modesty. 


The mishna lists more things that ceased: From the time 
when Rabbi Meir died, those who relate parables ceased; 
from the time when ben Azzai died, the diligent ceased; 
from the time when ben Zoma? died, the exegetists 
ceased; from the time when Rabbi Akiva died," the honor 
ofthe Torah ceased; from the time when Rabbi Hanina ben 
Dosa’ died, the men of wondrous action ceased; from the 
time when Rabbi Yosei the Small’ died, the pious were no 
more. And why was he called the Small? Because he was 
the smallest of the pious, meaning he was one of the least 
important of the pious men. 


BACKGROUND 


The war of Vespasian - pimpapy by Dna: This refers to the 
great rebellion that led to the destruction of the Second Temple. 
The war is named after Vespasian because he was the head of 
the Roman army for almost the entire war, from the year 67 CE 
until he was crowned emperor. 


The war of Titus - Dip» bw Dya: The name of this war as it 
appears in the standard text can be explained, albeit in a forced 
way, if it is assumed that the Sages made a distinction between 
the first part of the war, in which Jerusalem was put under siege, 
and the second part, in which the Temple was destroyed. In 
the first part, Vespasian led the Roman army. There was a brief 
respite in the fighting, from the time when Nero was assas- 
sinated until Vespasian became emperor. The final stage of the 
war, in which Jerusalem and the Temple, as well as the rest of 
the fortresses held by the Jews, were destroyed, was carried out 
with Titus leading the Roman army. 

Even disregarding the forced nature of this explanation, as 
it is difficult to classify these as two separate wars, this also 


Ben Zoma — wait ya: This is Shimon ben Zoma, one of the 
great Sages who lived in the generation of the destruction of 
the Second Temple. He was a student of Rabbi Yehoshua, and 
a disciple-colleague of Rabbi Akiva. Shimon ben Zoma was 
considered to be one of the great Torah scholars of his genera- 
tion, but, perhaps due to his young age, he was never officially 
ordained. He therefore was not given the title of Rabbi and was 
called after his father's name. Many statements, in both halakha 
and aggada, have been said in his name. He was particularly 
well known for his exegeses of biblical verses, which is why it 
was said that when ben Zoma died, the exegetists ceased. 


Rabbi Hanina ben Dosa - Xb17 3 Kam 31: Rabbi Hanina ben 
Dosa was a tanna who lived toward the end of the Second 
Temple period. He was a student of Rabban Yohanan ben Zak- 
kai. Even as a student he was known for his righteousness and 
for being a miracle worker. Very few of his statements have 


PERSONALITIES 


does not account for the variant version of this statement 
found in Seder Olam Rabba. Therefore, it is preferable to accept 
the variant text found there and in other early sources, which 
reads: The war of Quietus. Lusius Quietus was the general of 
the emperor Trajan, who slaughtered many Jews in Syria and 
Babylonia during his battles with the Persians, in the year 114 CE. 
He was also later named the ruler over Eretz Yisrael. The decrees 
enacted by the Sages from the time of Trajan are mentioned 
elsewhere in the Talmud, and, according to this modified ver- 
sion of the text, those decrees are ascribed in this passage to 
his general Quietus. 


The last war - pinsy pinks: This refers to the bar Kokheva 
rebellion, which was the final large-scale battle in the time of 
he Mishna. This hard-fought war, which ended in the destruc- 
ion of the city of Beitar and the killing of bar Kokheva in the 
year 135 CE, was accompanied by mass killings of the Jewish 
people. Estimates of the total killed run up to one million Jews. 
Following this, the land of Judah was desolate for many years. 


been recorded, and those that have are primarily in the realm 
of aggada. He is known mainly through stories about his piety 
and his cleaving to God, his righteousness and his willingness 
to make do with a minimum of earthly possessions. Rabbi 
Hanina ben Dosa served as a symbol of the righteous man in 
all of his behaviors. 


Rabbi Yosei the Small [Katonta] — xmibp "DY !27: From this 
mishna it seems that the appellation Katonta was not his 
name, but rather a nickname he was given. From the Jerusalem 
Talmud (Bava Kamma 3:7) it can be seen that he had several 
names and nicknames. He was called, on occasion, Yosei the 
Babylonian, or Isi ben Yehuda, or Isi ben Akiva (see Pesahim 
113b). He lived in the city Huzal in Babylonia, and moved from 
there to Eretz Yisrael to study under the students of Rabbi Akiva. 
His statements are mentioned throughout the Talmud and the 
halakhic midrash. 
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From the time when Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai died, the 
glory of wisdom ceased;" from the time when Rabban Gamliel 
the Elder died," the honor of the Torah ceased, and purity 
and asceticism died. From the time when Rabbi Yishmael 
ben Pavi’ died, the glory of the priesthood ceased; from the 
time when Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi died, humility and fear of 
sin ceased. 


G E M ARA2 Sages taught: Rabbi Pinehas ben 


Ya’ir says: From the time when the Sec- 
ond Temple was destroyed, the haverim and free men of noble 
lineage were ashamed," and their heads were covered in shame, 
and men of action dwindled, and violent and smooth-talking 
men gained the upper hand, and none seek, and none ask, and 
none inquire of the fear of Heaven. 


Upon whom is there for us to rely? Only upon our Father in 
Heaven. 


Rabbi Eliezer the Great says: From the day the Second Temple 
was destroyed, the generations have deteriorated: Scholars 
have begun to become like scribes® that teach children, and 
scribes have become like beadles,® and beadles have become 


MYST NY) 


The glory of wisdom ceased - 77237 vba: Rashi comments 
that he does not know to what the glory of wisdom is referring. 
The Penei Moshe and the Beer Sheva explain that this is referring 
to Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai’s expertise in all areas of the Torah, 
major and minor alike. The Maharsha states that it is referring to 
his knowledge of all wisdom, whether Torah knowledge or other 
types of wisdom. 


From the time when Rabban Gamliel the Elder died, etc. - 
^D aroen ya. naw: The honor of the Torah stated here has 
a different meaning from that mentioned in reference to Rabbi 
Akiva. Some explain that until Rabban Gamliel died, students 


Rabbi Yishmael ben Pavi - *a%5 byny 13; Rabbi Yishmael 
ben Pavi, or ben Piavi, or ben Piakhi, was appointed to the posi- 
tion of High Priest by King Agrippa shortly before the destruction 
of the Second Temple. Although the Sages were not pleased 
with his family in general, as they would use their power to 
oppress others (see Pesahim 57a), they praise his good deeds. 


Scribes — %99: The term scribes in this instance refers to those 
who taught Torah to children. In smaller towns, they would also 
serve as local scribes who would write documents for members 
of the community. Although they had to possess a modicum 
of Torah knowledge, they were not considered to be scholars. 
It was rare to find a true Torah scholar who was also a scribe. 


NOTES 


PERSONALITIES 


BACKGROUND 


like ignoramuses, and ignoramuses 


would stand while being taught Torah by their teacher. This 
honors the Torah, as it replicates the giving of the Torah at Sinai, 
where the entire nation stood. The Arukh explains that after Rab- 
ban Gamliel died, people stopped according the proper respect 
hat is due to the Torah. 


The haverim and free men were ashamed - Dan wia 
pain a: Rashi explains that the term free men is referring to 
hose of honored lineage. When the Temple was destroyed, 
hey lost their high status, as lineage was relevant mostly for 
he priestly service in the Temple and various governmental 
appointments. 


It seems that his family was very wealthy. There are those who 
claim that he is the High Priest known as: The son of Kimhit, 
after his pious mother. If that is so, then he had brothers who 
also served in the position of High Priest. Rabbi Yishmael ben 
Pavi served as the High Priest for ten years and is listed among 
the few High Priests who performed the ritual of the red heifer. 


Beadles — xin: These were the people who took care of the 
synagogues, and who also, on occasion, would assist those who 
taught Torah to the children. Due to their involvement in caring 
for the synagogue, they had to possess more Torah knowledge 
than an ignoramus, but they were certainly not numbered 
among the scholars. 


rom the publisher 
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Perek IX 
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NOTES 


And none ask, etc. — 11 xiv PXI: The Tosefot Yom Tov 
explains that none ask and none seek the other's welfare, 
as people stopped caring about each other. The Tiferet 
Yisrael analyzes the differences between asking, seeking, 
and inquiring. He explains that the mishna is discussing 
the people's lack of desire for the redemption. 


In the approach of the Messiah — pwn niapya: This 
passage, and the far lengthier one in the last chapter of 
tractate Sanhedrin, describes the deterioration of the 
world in the era just before the arrival of the Messiah, 
how the Jewish people will be held in the lowest esteem, 
and that specifically this set of circumstances will be the 
springboard for the redemption. 


The vine shall bring forth its fruit, etc. — 715 JAM 1937 
^a: Rashi and many other commentaries explains that 
despite the fact that the vine will produce its fruit and 
there will be plenty of wine, it will nevertheless be expen- 
sive, as the high prevalence of drunkards will increase 
demand to a higher level than the supply. Some say that 
the excessive drinking of wine will be as a result of people 
attempting to drown their sorrows in wine. A variant 
version of the text reads: High costs will be corrupted, 
meaning that the prices will not be dependent on supply 
and demand but will be manipulated by those in the 
marketplace. The mishna illustrates this with the example 
that wine will be plentiful but will still be expensive. 


And the Gavilan will be desolate, etc. - Diw?’ pan 
"131: The Gavlan is a border region in Eretz Yisrael, identi- 
fied by some as the Golan Heights in modern-day Israel, 
or the area of Gevel in the northwestern part of the 
country (Ya'avetz). This explains the connection to the 
subsequent teaching about the men of the border, as 
the border region of Eretz Yisrael will be plundered and 
its members will go around seeking support and charity 
throughout the land. The Yad Rama cites a version of the 
text that reads: The parchment will be destroyed and the 
men of the parchment will travel from city to city. He 
explains that the parchment of the Torah scroll will no 
longer be valued, and the men of the parchment, scribes, 
will have to go around seeking charity, as their services 
will no longer be needed. 


And the wisdom of scribes will putrefy [tissarah] - 
men wio Naam: This means that wisdom will no lon- 
ger retain its lofty status, and its value will increasingly 
depreciate, like something that has spoiled. Some com- 
mentaries connect the word tissarah to “the overhanging 
[serah] part” (Exodus 26:12), meaning that wisdom will 
be considered superfluous. Yet others explain homileti- 
cally that the scholars will patter on to no purpose, like 
something unnecessary, that extends and hangs over 
(see Etz Yosef). 


The face of the generation will be like the face of a 
dog - saben 953 WT 139: Rashi in tractate Sanhedrin 
explains that this means people will have no shame 
in front of each other. Maharsha on tractate Sanhedrin 
explains that people will falsely present themselves as 
oving each other. The Ftz Yosef explains that this pas- 
sage refers to either the brazen face of the leaders or to 
he miserly countenances of the wealthy. According to 
Rabbi Elhanan Wasserman, the leaders of the generation 
will be compared to dogs, who run before their masters 
as though they were the ones leading, when in truth 
he master is actually in charge. Similarly, the leaders of 
he people will act as if they were making the decisions, 
whereas they are really following the will of the masses. 
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are increasingly diminished, and none ask" and none 
seek. Upon whom is there to rely? Only upon our Father in 
Heaven. 


He also said: In the times of the approach of the Messiah," 
impudence will increase and high costs will pile up. Although 
the vine shall bring forth its fruit," wine will nevertheless be 
expensive. And the monarchy shall turn to heresy,’ and there 
will be no one to give reproof about this. The meeting place of 
the Sages will become a place of promiscuity, and the Galilee 
shall be destroyed, and the Gavlan will be desolate," and the 
men of the border shall go round from city to city to seek 
charity, but they will find no mercy. 


And the wisdom of scribes will putrefy," and people who fear 
sin will be held in disgust, and the truth will be absent. The 
youth will shame the face of elders, elders will stand before 
minors. Normal family relations will be ruined: A son will dis- 
grace a father; a daughter will rise up against her mother, a 
daughter-in-law against her mother-in-law. A man’s enemies 
will be the members of his household. The face of the genera- 
tion will be like the face of a dog;" a son will no longer be 
ashamed before his father. And upon what is there for us to 
rely? Only upon our Father in heaven. 


§ Rav says concerning the decree banning the wearing of crowns 
that they taught this halakha only with regard to crowns of salt 
and sulfur, but those of myrtle and rose are permitted. And 
Shmuel says that even crowns of myrtle and rose are prohib- 
ited, but those made of reeds and bulrush are permitted. And 
Levi says: Even crowns of reeds and bulrush are prohibited. 
And likewise Levi teaches in his baraita: Even those of reeds 
and bulrush are prohibited. 


The mishna taught that the Sages decreed against the wearing 
of crowns for bridegrooms and upon the drums. The Gemara 
poses a question: What is this drum [irus ]?' Rabbi Elazar says: 
A drum with one mouth. The Gemara relates a story involving 
this instrument: Rabba bar Rav Huna made a tambourine for 
his son. His father, Rav Huna, came and broke it. He said to 
him: This instrument will be confused for a drum with one 
mouth, and people will assume that a drum with one mouth 
is permitted. Instead, go and make for him a small drum on 
the mouth of an earthen jug [hatzava],° or on the mouth of a 
container used for measuring a kefiza,' a small measurement, 
which did not pose the concern of being confused with a drum 
with one mouth. 


BACKGROUND 


The monarchy shall turn to heresy — my pan maya: This Earthen jug [hatzava] - xan: The hatzava is a very large pottery 


prediction of Rabbi Eliezer the Great, who lived in the genera- 
tion of the destruction of the Second Temple and immediately 
after, was that the pagan Roman Empire would accept as their 


vessel that had many uses. It was sometimes used as a bucket 
to draw water and sometimes for the storage of liquids or for 
soaking objects in liquid. 


official religion the beliefs of those groups that had separated 
themselves from Judaism, among them the Christians. This was 
fulfilled nearly two hundred years later, in the time of the emperor 


Constantine. 


LANGUAGE 


Drum [irus] - 


DVR: Some believe that the origin of this word is 
based in its being used at the festivities surrounding a betrothal 
[eirusin]. Most commentaries hold the irus, tavla, and tanbora are 


Kefiza — xpap: The origin of this word is Iranian. In Middle 
Persian, the form is kabiz, which refers to a measurement of 
volume. 


all different types of the same instrument, a drum with skin on 
only one side. However, the Meiri writes that the irus was a wind 
instrument with only one opening, and would make a sound that 


was a cross between a trumpeting and a hum. 
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They further taught that in the war of Titus the Sages decreed upon 
the crowns of brides. The Gemara clarifies: What are the crowns 
of brides?" Rabba bar bar Hana says that Rabbi Yohanan says: A 
city of gold,’ a gold crown engraved with the design of a city, worn 
by women as an ornament. This is also taught in a baraita: Which 
are the crowns of brides that were forbidden? The crown ofa bride 
is a city of gold. However, one may make it as a cap of fine wool 
[meilat].' 


The Sage taught: The Sages even decreed upon the canopy of 
grooms. The Gemara asks: What is the type of canopy of grooms 
that was prohibited, as they certainly did not ban the marriage 
canopy. The Gemara answers: It means the golden crimson 
[zehorit]® clothes, dyed red and crimson and decorated with gold, 
which they would hang on a marriage canopy. This is also taught 
in a baraita: These are the canopy of grooms the Sages banned: 
The golden crimson clothes. But he may make a papyrus [papirit]' 
construction and hang upon it whatever he wants, even ornaments 


made of gold. 


§ The mishna taught that during the war of Titus the Sages decreed 
that a person should not teach his son Greek. The Sages taught 
that this decree came about as a result of the following incident: 
When the kings of the Hasmonean monarchy besieged’? each 
other in their civil war, Hyrcanus was outside of Jerusalem, besieg- 
ing it, and Aristoblus was inside. On each and every day they 
would lower dinars in a box from inside the city, and those on the 
outside would send up animals for them to bring the daily offerings 
in the Temple. 


City of gold - an bw vy: This was a piece of jewelry made of 


BACKGROUND 


Golden crimson [zehorit] - mamas mim: Zehorit is a woven 


gold in the shape of a crown, with the image of the walls of a city 
engraved upon it. It was also known as a mural crown. Only very 
wealthy women wore such pieces. There was also a Jerusalem of 
Gold, fashioned in the same way. 


Greek coin depicting a woman wearing a mural crown 


material, made of wool or silk, and dyed crimson. Crimson is pro- 
duced from the eggs of Kermes vermilio, a scale insect found in 
trees. Crimson-dyed material was used in various items in the 
Temple, and for decorative purposes outside of the Temple. Golden 
crimson is a crimson-dyed, woven material decorated with golden 
strands. 


When the kings of the Hasmonean monarchy besieged - ny3 
MINN A bn: Before her death, Queen Shelomtzion appointed 
her son Hyrcanus the Second to serve as king. His brother, Aris- 
toblus the Second, initiated a rebellion and took control of much 
of the country. Later, with the assistance and encouragemen 
of Antipater, the father of Herod, Hyrcanus fielded an army tha 
defeated the troops of Aristoblus and forced them to take refuge 
within the walls of Jerusalem. During the course of this siege, those 
inside Jerusalem were in need of sheep to continue the sacrificia 
rites in the Temple, and they paid large sums of money to those 
on the outside to supply them. 

This story is also found in the works of Josephus (Antiquities 
of the Jews x\v:2), where he records that those in the city needed 
sheep for the Paschal offering, and promised the huge sum of one 
thousand drachma for each sheep. Josephus writes that there 
was an open, divine punishment for the treachery of the men of 
Hyrcanus in the form of a savage storm that tore through the land, 
damaging most of the crops. Perhaps this is what is alluded to in 
the expression: Eretz Yisrael shuddered, etc. 


HALAKHA 


What are crowns of brides — nibs niwy xia: The 
crowns of brides that the Sages prohibited include 
only those made of precious metals, such as the city 
of gold (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Taanit 5:15; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 560:4). 


LANGUAGE 


Fine wool [meilat] - nyg: From the Greek undwtt, 
méloté, meaning wool. There are those who claim that 
this word is associated with the island of Malta, where 
high-quality wool was produced. 


Papyrus [papirit] — mys: From the Greek naxupog, 
papuros, papyrus sedge plant, Cyperus papyrus L., 
which was used in the manufacturing of paper. In the 
context of the Gemara, it means a frame-like structure 
made of reeds that was used for the hanging of deco- 
rative or other objects. 
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BACKGROUND 


Greek wisdom — mai mam: Based on several sources, it 
appears that Greek wisdom refers primarily to the knowl- 
edge of Greek culture, poetry, and literature. Homer's works 
were to be found in Jewish homes already in the time of the 
Mishna. The lingua franca of the region, even among the 
gentiles, was Hellenistic Greek, and not many people spoke 
classical Greek or were familiar with Greek culture. This 
enabled those possessing this knowledge to hint things to 
each other in a way that would not be understood by most 
of the bystanders. 


Gaggot Tzerifim — 09% Misa: An alternate version of the 
text reads: Gannot Tzerifim. Either way, this place is gener- 
ally identified with modern-day Tzerifin, a name preserved 
in Arabic as jk! 428 po, sarafand al-amar, which is a 
village east of Rishon LeZion, along the road from Ramla 
to Jaffa. 


Ein Sokher - 9i py: The accepted identification of Ein 
Sokher is the valley called in Arabic Kus Jew, sahl askar. 
It is located southwest of Mount Ebal, and the main road 
from Shechem to Jerusalem runs through it. The name 
is apparently derived from a deep well [ein] located in a 
neighboring village. 


HALAKHA 
Cursed is the person who raises pigs — baw DIK WINK 
pein: It is prohibited to raise pigs anywhere, even if one 
does so only in order to sell their skin and the like. It is 
unnecessary to state that it is prohibited to raise them to sell 
(Rambam Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Nizkei Mamon 5:9; Shulhan 
Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 409:2). 


LANGUAGE 


Syriac [Sursi] — "9D: This is a modified form of the Greek 
ovpos, suros, meaning Syrian or of the land of Syria. 


Asia Minor [Asya] - py: From the Greek Aoia, Asia, 
which is also the appellation for the region known as Asia 
Minor. Part of Asia Minor was a Roman province known as 
Asia. It seems that when using this term, the Sages were 
referring to a specific district, perhaps Cilicia, located in 
that region. 
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A certain Elder was there, in Jerusalem, who was familiar with 
Greek wisdom.’ He communicated to those on the outside by 
means of Greek wisdom, using words understood only by those 
proficient in Greek wisdom. He said to them: As long as they 
are engaged in the Temple service, they will not be delivered 
into your hands. Upon hearing this, on the following day, when 
they lowered dinars in a box, they sent up a pig to them. Once 
the pig reached halfway up the wall, it inserted its hooves into 
the wall and Eretz Yisrael shuddered four hundred parasangs. 


When the Sages saw this, they said at that time:" Cursed is the 
person who raises pigs," and cursed is the person who teaches 
his son Greek wisdom. And with regard to that year of civil war, 
in which the land was destroyed, we learned (Menahot 64b): 
An incident occurred in which the omer, the measure of barley 
brought as a communal offering on the sixteenth of Nisan, came 
from Gaggot Tzerifim,” and the two loaves offered on Shavuot 
came from the valley of Ein Sokher.® 


It is understood from both the mishna and the baraita that it 
is prohibited to learn Greek. The Gemara raises a question: Is 
that so? But didn’t Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi say: In Eretz Yisrael, 
why should people speak the tongue of Syriac [Sursi],' the Ara- 
maic commonly spoken in Eretz Yisrael? Rather, they should 
speak either in the sacred tongue, Hebrew, or in the beautiful 
tongue of Greek. And Rav Yosef similarly said: In Babylonia, 
why should they speak in the vernacular tongue of Aramaic? 
Rather, they should speak either in the sacred tongue, Hebrew, 
or in the tongue of Persian, used by the authorities. 


The Gemara answers that there is a difference: The Greek 
tongue is discrete and Greek wisdom is discrete," and the Sages 
prohibited the latter but not the former. 


The Gemara poses a question: And is Greek wisdom prohibited? 
But didn’t Rav Yehuda say that Shmuel said in the name of 
Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel: What is the meaning of that 
which is written: “My eye affected my soul, due to all the 
daughters of my city” (Ecclesiastes 3:51)? There were a thou- 
sand children in my father’s house, the princes’ household. Five 
hundred of them learned Torah, and the other five hundred 
learned Greek wisdom, and there only remained of them, 
after the bar Kokheva revolt, me, here in Eretz Yisrael, and the 
son of my father’s brother, who lives in Asia Minor [Asya].' The 
fact that Rabban Gamliel allowed half of his household to study 
Greek wisdom indicates that it is permitted. 


NOTES 


That time, etc. — 131 my AN: The early commentaries note 
hat this baraita indicates that the decree against the study 
of Greek wisdom was instituted during the Hasmonean reign, 
whereas the mishna states that it occurred during the war of 
Titus, which occurred more than one hundred years later. The 
Tosefot HaRosh explains that initially, in the Hasmonean times, 
hey did not ban the practice entirely but simply declared that 
one who teaches Greek wisdom to his children would be cursed. 
Later, after the war with Titus, they completely prohibited the 
study of Greek wisdom. However, the Rosh contends that if 
a practice was cursed by the Sages it would not require an 


additional prohibition. He explains that the decree from the 
time of the Hasmoneans was not observed by most people, and 
consequently they had to institute the decree a second time. 


Greek wisdom is discrete - amb mY Maan: The early com- 
mentaries explain that Greek wisdom does not include all forms 
of wisdom studied by the Greeks, for this would include almost 
all types of knowledge. Greek wisdom refers to the special way 
of expressing ideas through hints, or in a language that not 
all people can understand and use (Responsa of the Rashba; 
Responsa of the Rivash). 
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The Gemara answers: The members of the house of Rabban 
Gamliel are different, as they were close to the monarchy, and 
therefore had to learn Greek wisdom in order to converse with 
people of authority. As it is taught in a baraita (Tosefta, Shabbat 
7:1): One who cuts his hair in the komi style," which was the 
gentile fashion of cutting and wearing the hair, is considered to 
be acting in the ways of the Amorites, and it is prohibited to act 
in their way. However, they permitted Avtolos' ben Reuven’ to 
cut his hair in the komi style, as he is close to the monarchy," and 
similarly they permitted the house of Rabban Gamliel to study 
Greek wisdom, because they are close to the monarchy. 


§ The mishna taught: In the last war the Sages decreed that a 
bride may not go out in a palanquin inside the city, but the later 
Sages permitted it. The Gemara explains: What is the reason they 
permitted this practice? Due to modesty, so that brides should 
not have to go out into the street and be seen by all. 


The mishna taught that from the time when Rabban Yohanan 
ben Zakkai died, wisdom ceased. The Sages taught: From 
the time when Rabbi Eliezer died, it was as if the Torah scroll 
had been interred, as he had memorized many secrets of the 
Torah. From the time when Rabbi Yehoshua died, council 
and deliberate thought ceased, as he had the sharpest mind in 
Israel. From the time when Rabbi Akiva died, the powerful 
arm of Torah, meaning the exposition of all the details of Torah 
scripture, ceased, and the fountains of wisdom were sealed. 


From the time when Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya died, the crowns 


of wisdom ceased, as “the crown of the wise is their riches” 


(Proverbs 14:24), and he was both a great Torah scholar and a very 
wealthy man. From the time when Rabbi Hanina ben Dosa died, 
the men of wondrous deeds ceased. From the time when Abba 
Yosei ben Katonta died, the pious men ceased. And why was 
he called Abba Yosei ben Katonta? Because he was among the 
diminished [miktanei] of the pious people," i.e., he lived in an 
era when the pious had become few. 


HALAKHA 


Cuts his hair in the komi style, etc. — 13) 1721p TDI: One is 
prohibited to follow gentile ways and customs. A person may 
not grow the locks of his hair in their fashions, nor shave off the 
sides and leave the hair in the middle, known in Aramaic as 
belorit, nor shave the hair above the face and leave it to grow 
long behind him (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Avoda Zara 
11:1; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 178:1). 


Among the diminished [miktanei] of the pious people - 302 
DDN: This expression, as well as the corresponding phrase in 
the mishna, does not appear to be an expression of praise. Since 
the mishna and the baraita are listing praises of the various rab- 
bis, several alternative explanations have been offered. The Meiri 
claims that Abba Yosei was the last of the pious ones, whose 
numbers were gradually dwindling. Conversely, the Rambam 


NOTES 


As he is close to the monarchy — mayah aip ximw: If one has 
close ties with the authorities and needs to dress and act like 
them, those practices that are prohibited for others as practices 
of the gentiles are permitted for him. The Beit Yosef explains 
that this is because the details of this prohibition are not speci- 
fied in the Torah, and the Sages were granted the authority to 
prohibit and permit items not mentioned in the Torah, as the 
circumstances require (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Avoda 
Zara 11:3; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 178:2). 


in his Commentary on the Mishna states that he was the root 
of the pious ones. Just as the root of a plant is relatively small in 
size and yet carries within it the potential for all of the growth 
that emerges from it, he too was the root of the pious ones in 
that he included all of their good traits within his character (see 
Tosefot Yom Tov). 


LANGUAGE 


Komi — mip: From the Greek Kop, komé, which means 
either hair or the tips of the hair. It is not clear what a 
haircut in the komi style looked like. It may have been a 
style where the hair all around the head was cut equally, 
without leaving any hair on the sides of the head. 


Avtolos — Dibina: From the Greek edtoApog, eutolmos, 
meaning brave of heart. 


PERSONALITIES 

Avtolos ben Reuven - }21%1 ja pibivay: Some identify 
him as Avtolomus, who was one of the teachers of Rabbi 
Yosei. It is not known when he lived. It may be that he had 
a connection with Rabbi Reuven ben Itzteroboli, about 
whom it is told (Me‘ila 17a) that he would dress and style 
his hair like the gentiles in order to spend time in the 
halls of power, trying to avert decrees against the Jewish 
people. Avtolos ben Reuven seems to have filled a similar 
function. 
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BACKGROUND 

From the time when Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi died the 
troubles multiplied - niay 1337 131 NAWN: In the 
ime of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, not only were the Roman 
eaders enlightened and relatively moderate, there was 
even a warm, personal relationship between him and 
he emperor Antoninus. After Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi died 
here was a series of emperors who were not as wealthy 
as previous ones, and they began many speculative wars. 
Consequently they imposed many taxes on the Jews 
o help subsidize the wars. The general attitude of the 
Roman leadership toward the Jewish people also took 
a sharp turn for the worse, particularly with the rise of 
Christianity. 


NOTES 

For there is me — XI% XD: It is surprising to find a Sage 
praising himself for his good qualities, especially that of 
humility. The Maharsha states that truth always takes 
precedence over politeness, and the Sages did not want 
something inaccurate to be taught. The Ben Yehoyada 
adds that they were concerned that the masses, who 
viewed the Sages as humble and fearing of sin, would 
conclude that the baraita was wrong. According to the 
Sefat Emet, these Sages were of the opinion that humility 
and fear of sin had not in fact ceased, and there were 
many such people still alive. As proof they stated: For 
there is me, and if even | possess this attribute, it must 
be possessed by many others who are greater than |. 
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From the time when ben Azzai died, the diligent ceased; from 
the time when ben Zoma died, the exegetists ceased. From the 
time when Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel died, locusts ascended 
upon the land and troubles proliferated. From the time when 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi died, the troubles multiplied.’ 


The final line of the mishna states that from the time when Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi died, humility and fear of sin ceased. Rav Yosef 
said to the tanna who reviewed the mishna: Do not teach that 
humility ceased, for there is still one who is humble, namely 
me." Rav Nahman similarly said to the tanna who reviewed the 
mishna: Do not teach that fear of sin ceased, for there is still one 
who fears sin, namely me. 
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The halakhot of the ritual of the heifer whose neck is broken were addressed in this 
chapter. When a murder victim is found and the identity of the murderer is not 
known, five members of the Great Sanhedrin in Jerusalem come to measure the 
distance from the body of the victim, specifically from his nose, to the nearest city. 
This act of measurement is an independent mitzva, and is performed even where 
there is no doubt which city is closest to the victim. They would measure only to 
a city that had a rabbinical court with twenty-three judges, and they would not 
measure to Jerusalem. 


After it has been determined which city is closest to the victim, the Elders of that city 
bring a heifer to perform the ritual. This heifer cannot be older than two years of age 
and cannot have performed any work for its owner. However, it is not disqualified if 
it has a blemish. It is preferable that the heifer be brought to a stream with a strong 
flow of water. A priest then breaks the neck of the animal from behind using a cleaver, 
and the Elders of the city state a declaration that they were not responsible for the 
death, directly or indirectly. The land upon which the ritual is performed may not 
be farmed in any way. 


The Sages inferred from the wording of the verse that the performance of the ritual is 
required only for one killed with a sword. The victim must be found in the open, lying 
on the ground, and not hanging, floating on water, or covered on the ground. The 
ritual is only performed when there is no testimony as to the identity of the murderer. 
Any testimony, even that ofa person ordinarily disqualified from testifying, obviates 
the need for the performance of the ritual. If there is conflicting testimony, then if 
the witnesses are qualified, the statement of two overrides the statement of a single 
witness. If they are witnesses that are ordinarily disqualified, whichever testimony 
is backed by more witnesses is followed. 


There are several mitzvot that were nullified over the years due to a deterioration in 
the behavior of the Jewish people. Among them are the ritual of the heifer whose neck 
is broken, the ritual of giving the bitter water to a sota, and the declaration of tithes. 
Several decrees were enacted over the years due to changes in the circumstances of 
the Jewish people, e.g., decrees to separate tithes from doubtfully tithed produce, to 
prohibit the playing of music, and to prohibit the study of Greek wisdom. 


The Gemara also tells of other effects of the regression in the spiritual level of the 
Jewish people. The Divine Presence was not as tangibly felt after the destruction of 
the First Temple, and even less so after the destruction of the Second Temple. The 
death of certain Sages left a vacuum, as there was no one who manifested the quali- 
ties in which each Sage particularly excelled. This deterioration will continue until 
the time preceding the arrival of the Messiah, upon whose arrival the decline will 
be ameliorated. 
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Since the publication of the first volume of the Koren Talmud Bavli we have employed 
some transliterated acronyms, such as Rambam, to give the translation a more 
authentic flavor. These acronyms are used throughout this volume where they are 
well known and where the acronym helps readers easily identify the author in ques- 
tion. The following chart provides the full name of each author or work alongside 
its common acronym. 


Derashot Mahari Mintz Homilies of Rabbi Yehuda Mintz 


Rabbi Eliyahu of Vilna, the Vilna Gaon 


Rabbi Yitzhak Ze'ev Soloveitchik 


\Gecacnornaeatn Comments of Rabbi Shmuel Eliezer Eidels 
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COMMON ACRONYMS 


aharam Brisk 
aharam Halawa 
aharam Lublin 
aharam Mintz 


aharam of Rothenburg 


aharam Padua 
aharam Schick 
aharam Schiff 
aharatz Hayyut 
ahari Abuhav 
ahari Bassan 
ahari Beirav 
ahari ben Lev 
ahari ben Malkitzedek 
ahari Berona 
ahari Kurkus 
ahari Mintz 
ahari Weil 
aharih 

aharik 
aharikash 
aharil 

aharit 

aharit Algazi 
aharsha 


aharshal 


albim 


etziv 

Nimmukei HaGrib 
Piskei HaRid 
Piskei Riaz 

Ra'ah 

Ra'anah 

Ra'avad 

Ra'avan 


Ra'avya 


Radak 


Rabbi Avraham ben HaRambam 


Rabbi Shlomo ben Rashbatz 
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Rabbi Mordekhai Brisk 
Rabbi Moshe Halawa 
Rabbi Meir of Lublin 


Rabbi Moshe Mintz 


Rabbi Meir of Rothenburg 


Rabbi Meir of Padua 
Rabbi Moshe Schick 


Rabbi Meir Schiff 


Rabbi Tzvi Hirsch Chajes 


Rabbi Yitzhak Abuhav 

Rabbi Yehiel Bassan 

Rabbi Ya'akov Beirav 

Rabbi Yosef ben Lev 

Rabbi Yitzhak ben Malkitzedek 
Rabbi Yisrael Berona 

Rabbi Yosef Kurkus 

Rabbi Yehuda Mintz 

Rabbi Ya'akov Weil 

Rabbi Yehezkia ben Ya'akov of Magdeburg 
Rabbi Yosef Colon 

Rabbi Ya'akov Castro 

Rabbi Ya'akov HaLevi Molin 
Rabbi Yosef di Trani 

Rabbi Yom Tov Algazi 

Rabbi Shmuel Eliezer Eidels 
Rabbi Shlomo Luria 


Rabbi Mei 


r Leibush ben Yehiel Michel Wisser 


Rabbi Naftali Tzvi Yehuda Berlin 


Rabbi Aharon HaLevi 


Rabbi Eliyahu ben Hayyim 


Rabbi Avraham ben David 


Rabbi Eliezer ben Natan 
Rabbi Eliezer ben Yoel HaLevi 


Rabbi Avraham, son of the Rambam 


Rabbi David Kimhi 


Comments of Rabbi Yehuda Bakhrakh on the Maharsha 
Halakhic Rulings of Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Elder 


Halakhic Rulings of Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Younger 


Rabbi Shlomo, son of Rabbi Shimon ben Tzemah Duran 
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Radbaz Rabbi David ben Zimra 


Ralbag Rabbi Levi ben Gershon 
Ramah Rabbi Meir HaLevi 


Rambam Rabbi Moshe ben Maimon 


Ramban Rabbi Moshe ben Nahman 

Ran Rabbeinu Nissim ben Reuven of Gerona 
Rashash Rabbi Shmuel Strashun 
Rashba Rabbi Shlomo ben Adderet 


Rashbam Rabbi Shmuel ben Meir 


Rashbatz Rabbi Shimon ben Tzemah Duran 


Rashi Rabbi Shlomo Yitzhaki 
Razah Rabbi Zerahya HaLevi 
Re'em Horowitz Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz 
Rema Rabbi Moshe Isserles 
Ri HaLavan Rabbeinu Yitzhak ben Ya'akov of Prague 
Ri Haver Rabbi Yitzhak Isaac Haver 
Ri Migash Rabbi Yosef Migash 
Riaf Rabbi Yoshiya Pinto 
Riaz Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Younger 


R 


d 


Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Elder 
Ridvaz Rabbi Ya'akov David ben Ze'ev Wilovsky 
Rif Rabbi Yitzhak Alfasi 

Rim Rabbi Yitzhak Meir of Gur 

Ritva Rabbi Yom Tov ben Avraham Asevilli (of Seville) 
Riva Rabbeinu Yitzhak ben Asher 
Rivam Rabbi Yitzhak ben Meir 


Rivan Rabbi Yehuda bar Natan 


Rivash Rabbi Yitzhak ben Sheshet 


Rosh Rabbeinu Asher ben Rabbi Yehiel 


Shakh Siftei Kohen by Rabbi Shabtai Cohen Rappaport 
Shas The Six Orders of the Mishna 
Sheelat Ya‘avetz Responsa of Rabbi Ya'akov Emden 
Shela Shenei Luhot HaBerit by Rabbi Yeshaya HaLevi Horowitz 


Siddur Rashi 


Siddur compiled by Rashi’s students 

Sma Sefer Meirat Einayim by Rabbi Yehoshua Falk 
Smag Sefer Mitzvot Gadol by Rabbi Moshe of Coucy 
Smak Sefer Mitzvot Katan by Rabbi Yitzhak ben Yosef of Corbeil 
Talmid HaRa‘ah A student of Rabbi Aharon HaLevi 


Talmid HaRashba A student of Rabbi Shlomo ben Adderet 
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Responsa of Rabbi Shimon ben Tzemah Duran 
Tosefot HaRosh Tosefot of Rabbeinu Asher ben Rabbi Yehiel 


Tosefot Rid ae of Rabbi ahaa di Trani the Elder 
eo LeNefesh Hayya by Rabbi Yehezkel Landau 
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137... The Pharisees [perushin] — pwnsa 
98...Tied...to his basket - inap fra bean 
261...Grafting — 722377 

134... The tannaim — DaN 


1 


201...The declaration of tithes — wy m 


i 


315...Golden crimson [zehorit] — niamyan moim 
209...You forged your Torah — Danvin ona 
309...White glass — mya maar 

73...Pitch — not 

154...A rebellious Elder — sya pt 

297...Stood up a brick — xp») qpr 


n 


42...Egyptian rope — »yaban 
The synagogue attendant — npaaa pr 

241... [hazzan hakkeneset] 
313...Beadles — kin 
290... The bird brought as a sin-offering — qiy7 nxen 
96...The sin-offering of a leper — yrixia nxon 
96...The sin-offering of a nazirite — m3 MX~N 
316...Greek wisdom — mw» NaN 
182...Halla — abn 
147...Halutza — mambo 
201...Halitza — an 
33...Halal -on 
314. ..Earthen jug [hatzava] - xasn 


265...Courtyard adjacent to a grave — 3p Wn 


Fear causes muscular relaxation — 0231 npon ann 
127...and menstrual bleeding 


v 


304.. -Rings - niyay 
289...Handbreadth - nay 
214...Stonier land — wp 


31...Levirate marriage and halitza — nym Da 

309...Congealed wine — warp 7 

A young grapevine — navi namna may 
263...less than one handbreadth tall 

68...One thigh here - x3 J? 

Her thighs become — Daaa Miaapy pPpioy 
68...as cold as stones 

296...Jesus the Nazarene — iat w? 


3 
25...As if he built a personal altar — maa ma toga 
209...Samaritans — OND 
50...Eye paint -5 
130...When Rav Dimi came -%37 II NNN 93 
91...Egyptian wicker basket — nya 7993 
78... The cities overseas — O° ‘313 
When the kings of — »xaiawn ma abo news 
315...the Hasmonean monarchy besieged 
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7... To partake of teruma — manna dion) 
132...Gleanings -0p 


X 


A stone with which - 73 p>piw KYD WXY jax 
62...the people of Tiberias weigh 

296...Magnetic rock — nayiv ja% 

220...The stones of the ephod — T1971 24% 

77...Boxthorn — BX 

308...A leaden vessel -ay wW DIN 


A sexually underdeveloped woman who is — miy 
149. . incapable of bearing children [ailonit] 


204... Tail — mre 

296...Alexandria of Egypt - DYA bw NDIK 

A widow — pita iis) mesh awa bing ia? mabe 
who was married to a High Priest or a divorcée or halutza 
147...who was married to a common priest 


King Yannai said - seat wba oxy ab vox 
137...to his wife 

216...Diphtheria - 730% 

72...Palanquin — 119% 

The sanctification — ST PDT TWITPX 
311...that is said in the order 

Four types of court-imposed — pt ma Nina pas 
49...capital punishment 

211...Forty sea — TND DVI 

147...A betrothed woman — ABIX 

162...A woman becomes pregnant — mayma mx 

123...An abstinent woman [perusha] - mna TWX 

33...A priest's wife who was raped — Mbaxaw yia nw 

151...Came from the South — 821172... KIN 


al 


201.. .First fruits - DNDI 
The High Court - »>wrvaw binan pa ma 

275.. .that is in Jerusalem 
266. ..Brick house in the Sharon - jiwa oad ma 
259...Gateway — Www ma 
248...|n the cities overseas - O99 "D194 
294...Plaited locks — mha 
126.. .In the Levite camp — mh mma 
154...A stubborn and rebellious son — mya nioa 
307. ..In the upper story — mya 


a 
316...Gaggot Tzerifim — may nisa 
95...Groats -UN 
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294...Are frightened — my27 
309...Honey that they could falsify it — ia poyraw wat 
67...Small fish - Dapp 034 
107...Ink — i 
Where the ends are far — 3/71 ix PIV 
23...0r where they are near 
214... The earth is thin — yay edt 


m 


One whose excrement — what WDT NNT 
257. ..is abundant 


261...Layering - 7927 

222...Here Benjamin is written in full — aby para X37 

One who is engaged in a — Myan p WS MY23 poiya 
269...mitzva is exempt from performing another mitzva 
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213...Anat, Alush, Talbush — vayn why my 
262...0rla—any 


132...Pea— IND 

58...Gout — XY 

312... The last war — panya owa 

312... The war of Vespasian — DiMDaDK by pinks 
312... The war of Titus - pwy by oia 
293...Parasang — nD! 


103... Sparrow — WIT Ny 
228...Frontplate — yx 


Pp 

King Yannai was — pat aba en Sap xp 
296...killing the Sages 

176...An a fortiori inference — Wim, 5p 

Before one who digs — K901 KTU xpia ap 
57.. .in the ground bring figs 

119...Removed a handful — yap 

99...Ax [kardom] — BITp 

253... Trumpets — ninp 


` 


241... The head of the synagogue — np37 Wx 
28...One quarter-/og of lifeblood — D1 nny m3) 


w 


The gate is smitten - ww nd! MRU 
305...unto ruin [sheiyya] 
110...A widow waiting for her yavam — 0X niw 
56... That goes in reverse — miny? wing 
A sick man who lacks the ability — nw 
159.. .to complete intercourse [shahuf] 


99...Shiloh, Nob, and Gibeon — jiya» aia Tow 
132. ..Forgotten sheaves - 73v 

178... Third-degree impurity — why 

296... The eight creeping animals — wyw Tinw 
207...Shimon Halzaddik — pasa yiynw 
41...Gate of Nicanor — apa we 

58...A horned snake in the path — mx by joow 


n 


184...Shabbat boundary — naw omna 
194...Conclusive refutation [teyuvta] — xaa 
22...Shall stand [teiku] — pn 

106...Sky-blue wool [tekhelet] — mban 

236... Translation — aA 


n 


133. .. Sorcerer [magosh] — win 
52... The tunnels of the Sanctuary — bon bw niom 
One whose husband - Aina ix Aya waninaw 
149. ..became a deaf-mute or became an imbecile 
210...Water moves faster — obp on 
Urine was - yaya by tb pnw on 
268...trickling down his knees 
65...A brick mold — Ee) 
The monarchy shall — ma) Jenn mada 
314...turn to heresy 
157...Mamzer — war 
30...Meal-offering — naa 
91... The omer meal-offering — vaiyit nna 
35...Meal-offering of a sota — myi nmaa 
132... The poor man's tithe — ay Wy 
50...Mekeida — nP 
259...Balcony [mirpeset] — nes 
From the time when — niay bean sa nawA 
318...Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi died the troubles multiplied 


A corpse with no one — mya ng 
283...to bury it [met mitzva] 


227... The disserninator [meturgeman] — mIa 
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305... Those who pull ships and lead the herd — pa 133 
207...Gaskalgas has been killed —pibpps Eai] 

239... The Sages of Neharde'a — 879m3 

49...A snake bites him — twa wna 

294...Neoran — nin 

207... The youth. ..have been victorious — xv nya 
59...Neresh - WY 


27... AWN —XDKD 

42...Dry poison — wa» OD 

275...A lesser Sanhedrin — maap TID 
313...Scribes — KBD 


y 
Until the Torah scroll — myin 1p beyw ay 
237... has been taken 


37...Conspiring witnesses [edim zomemin] — panit ow 
49...Ukla — xbary 

286... Yoke [ol] —biy 

30...Burnt-offering — aby 

316...Ein Sokher — 731d py 

315...City of gold — anbw vy 

133...Ignoramus [am ha‘aretz] — yx oy 
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51...Minyamin — paa 
120...Forced [mearerin] - pw wa 


34. ..Deteriorates [mitnavvena] - mmaya 


3) 
255.. .Dog [nanai] — 9X32 
218... Scribes [noteirin] — pyvia 
79...Nile [Nilus] — pid 
21...String [nima] -ND 


D 


49...Shawls [sudarin] — pye 
316...Syriac [Sursi] — DTD 
239...Small items [sidkit] - PP. 
308...Tufts [sefogin] — piao 
62...Sword [safseira] — x YDSD 
49...Diphtheria [seronekhi] -1339 


y 
286.. Bundle [uda] - Ay 


316.. .Asia Minor [Asya] — KDY 
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58...Gout [padagra] - K319 
312...War [pulemus] — pind 
60...Inn [pundak] - p93 

97. . Drinking vessel [peyalei] — hp 
255...Fathers [pappi] — 58 
315...Papyrus [papirit] — m33 
310...Partition [pargod] — TH 
60...Orchard [pardes] - D118 
222...Public [parhesya] - KETB 
36...Young priests [pirhei kehunna] — ny2 M8 
309...Shiny [peranda] — K5 
72...Verdict [pitkah] — Apne 


w 


48...Ribbon [tziltzul] —bayby 
220...Hornet [tzira] — my 


K 
317...Avtolos — pibivar 
239...Lodging place [ushpiza] — KSW 
308...Scalpel [izemel] —Sanre 
308...Vessel [itenei] — 30°x 
65...Delicate person [istenis] — DIVEK 
81...Astrologer [itztagnini] — V20% 
314...Drum [jirus] — DIVX 
259...Veranda [akhsadra] — YPJ% 
223...Foreign land [akhsaneyut] — nmp% 
59...Forced labor [angarya] — KYAI% 
72...Palanquin [appiryon] — 119% 
302...Clusters [eshkolot] — nibiawy 


al 


278. ..Beit Pagei -13913 
293.. .Palm grove [bei tzinita] in Babylonia -5237 Kow 12 
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255...Brazenness [gilui panim] — [sF] nb 

248. ..Galmuda - TTA 

223...Royal characteristics [ginnunei malkhut] — moon 1933 
83...Garrison [gastera] — KWD 

21... Weaver [gardi] — "73 
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A woman whose suspected promiscuity — muay 
162...iS publicly spoken of [duma] 


82... Two pairs [deyo zugei] — 311 Pt 
222...His image [deyokeno] — {pit 
266...Row of stones [dimos] — Dit 
107...Diftera— KADI 


1 


78...Common people [hedyotot] - nivi] 


h] 
70...Rose [vered] -1 


P 
57...Pumpkins [karei] — "18? 
79...Crypt [kabbarnit] — pap 
78...Club [kulepa] — xap 
107...Gum [komos] — binip 
317. ..Komi — mip 
285...Cleaver [kofitz] — y»Dip 
94...Crumb [koret] — oyp 
42...Chokers [katliyot] — miwbvp 
13...Warning [kinnui] — 13%) 
220... They took [kippelu] — bp 
253...Boots [calgassin] — poop 
g2...Baskets [kelatot] — ninbp 
107...Copper sulfate [kankantom] — pinapap 
314...Kefiza — KVP 
234...Shortcut [kappendarya] — KSP 
19...Worm [karya] — x”? 


v 


309... Silk [shira] - KY 
44...Sockets [shafa] - Kaw 


56.. Bell [zog] — ait 

8...Match [zivug] — a 

302. . .Boastful [zehuhei] — rant 
267...Guards [zekifin] — part 


n 


96...Decorative wreath [homer] — vain 


v 
97... Tablet [tavla] — xbav 
212...Scales [turtanei] — ye 
296...Narrow [terutot] — nuny 


a 


121. ..Hook [kelabus] — EYA 
265...In which direction [kelapei layya] — xm 33 
267.. .lron rods [kashilin] — pows 
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124...Scribe [/avlar] — bab 
53...Spears [/oneviyyot] — naih 
267. . .Beat [/ekape'ah] — nap> 


n 
123...Promiscuity [tiflut] — nban 
253... Shields [terisin] — ppan 
49.. .Half-se'a [tarkav] - apna 


n 

138...Weaken [madhe] - ngm 
37...Weavers [mozerot] -Diqin 
315...Fine wool [meilat] — nbn 
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238...Rabbi Abba of Akko — tay jt Kxax 937 

238...Rabbi Abbahu — sat 937 

312...Rabbi Hanina ben Dosa — SD1T 72 KIT 37 
150...Rabbi Yoshiya — mwN 127 

119...Rabbi Yoshiya of his generation — mT TWX) 127 
307...Rabbi Yehuda ben Bava — x33 ja THA D7 

171. ..Rabbi Yehoshua ben Hyrcanus — Dap W a ywim a7 


Rabbi Yohanan — meta "37 pni a1 
730...0f the house of the Nasi 


312. . .Rabbi Yosei the Small [Katonta] — xaJvp pi 37 
313...Rabbi Yishmael ben Pavi — 3% ja Prynu» 27 
170...Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai — »¥3t {2 Jan? 727 


w 


307. .. Shmuel HaKatan — pT enw 
130... Shimon brother of Azarya — mns ny pynw 
307. .. Shimon and Yishmael —bxynvn yaw 

n 


The students of - Yym xow span 
302...Shammai and Hillel 


Xx 


317...Avtolos ben Reuven — jai 2 pidivars 
245...King Agrippa — 1727 Ba aK 


al 
297. ..Ben Dinai — x24 a 
312...Ben Zoma -x213 
24...Ben Azzai — x2 Ja 


Ti 
307. ..Hillel the Elder — fpi br 


t 


154...Zeeira, of the men of Jerusalem — Dhyn WINA NPY 


d 
112. ..Nehunya the ditch digger — pnw 39in KIM 


5 
21...Peleimu -1093 


136...Rabba - 731 
31. ..Rabba bar Rav Huna — %37 2732 737 
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